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Dear  Mr.  President: 


On  behalf  of  the  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commission,  we 
are  pleased  to  submit  a  report  containing  both  a  review  of  the  Defense 
Secretary's  April  12  list  and  our  recommendations  for  the  closure  or 
realignment  of  U.S.  military  installations. 

In  preparing  this  report,  the  Conmtission  reviewed  thousands  of  pages 
of  oral  testimony  and  written  documentation.  All  of  our  work  was  subject 
to  public  scrutiny.  We  held  2  8  hearings  across  the  United  States, 
visited  47  military  installations  and  met  face— to— face  with  hundreds  of 
representatives  in  surrounding  conununities.  Among  the  many  people  who 
presented  expert  testimony  were  members  of  Congress  and  officials 
representing  the  Pentagon,  the  General  Accounting  Office  and  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

Ultimately,  this  report  reflects  the  independent  judgment  of  the 
Comnission '  s  seven  members.  Not  one  of  our  decisions  was  easy.  Each 'of 
the  installations  recommended  for  closure  enjoys  a  proud  history  of 
service  to  the  United  States.  Moreover,  we  recognize  that  base  closure 
creates  economic  hardship  that  only  time  and  initiative  can  overcome. 
Nevertheless,  budget  constraints,  coupled  with  changing  national  security 
requirements,  compel  the  United  States  to  reduce  its  military  overhead 
costs.  I  am  convinced  that  our  recommendations  will  strengthen  this 
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1991  BASE  CLOSURE  AND  REALIGNMENTCOMMISSION 
CLOSURES  AND  BEALIOUUENTS 


CLOSURES  AND  REALIGNMENTS 


1.  N aval  Station  Puget  Sound 

(S  and  Point) ,  W ashington 

2.  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho 

3.  Beale  Air  Force  Base,  California 

4.  Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Calfomia 

5.  SacramentoArmy  Depot,  California 

6.  Naval  Station  Treasure  Island 

(Hunters  Point  Annex),  California 

7.  Naval  Air  Station  Moffett  Field, 

California 

8.  Castle  Air  Force  Base,  California 

9.  Fort  Ord,  California 

10.  Naval  Station LQngBeach,Califortua 

11.  Naval  Air  Facility  Midway  Island, 

Midway 

12.  Marine  Corps  Air  StabicnTustin, 

California 

13 .  M arch  Air  Force  B  ase,  C  alifomia 

14.  Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Arizona 

15.  Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Colorado 

16.  Goodfellow  Air  ForceBase,  Texas 

17.  Carswell  Air  ForceBase,  Texas 

18.  Bergstrom  Air  ForceBase,  Texas 

19.  N aval  Air  Station  Chase  Field,  Texas 

20.  Fort  PoUc,  Louisiana 

21.  EnglandAir  ForceBase,  Louisiana 

22.  Fort  Chaffee,  Arkansas 

23.  Faker  Air  ForceBase,  Arkansas 


24.  Richards-Gebaur  Air  Reserve  Station, 

Missouri 

25.  ASC/Troop  Support  Command,  Missouri 

26.  Rodcisland  Arsenal,  Illinois 

27.  Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan 

28.  Grissom  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana 

29.  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indiana 

30 .  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Base,  Ohio 

31.  Letterkenny  Army  Depot,  Pennsylvania 

32.  Philadelphia  Naval  Station, 

Pennsylvania 

Philadelphia  Naval  Shipyard, 
Pennsylvania 

33.  Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Maine 

34.  Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts 

35.  Construction  Battalion  Center 

Davisville,  Rhode  Island 

36.  Fort  Db^New  Jersey 

37.  Myrtle  BeachAir  Force  Base, 

South  Carolina 

38.  MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Florida 

NOT  PICTURED  ON  MAP 

17  Realignments  and  7  Closures  of 
Naval  Research,  Development, 
Testing  &  Engineering, 
Engineering  &  Fleet  Support 
Activities 

Realignment  of  Combat  Materiel 
Research  Lab  and  Medical  Lab  21 


Realignment  of  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers 


Executive  Summary 


Executive 

Summary 


On  November  5,  1990,  President  George 
Bush  signed  Publie  Law  101-510,  Title  XXIX 
(the  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment 
Aet  cf  1990),  establishing  the  Defense  Base 
Closure  and  Realignment  Commission  to 
ensure  a  timely,  independent,  and  fair  proeess 
for  elosing  and  realigning  U.S.  military 
installations. 

This  statute  required  the  Seeretary  of 
Defense  to  submit  a  list  of  proposed  military 
base  elosures  and  realignments  to  the 
Commission  by  April  15,1991.  In  aeeordanee 
with  the  statute,  these  reeommendations  were 
to  be  based  upon  a  foree-strueture  plan 
submitted  to  Congress  with  the  Department  of 
Defense  (DoD)  budget  request  for  fiseal  year 
(FY)  1992  and  eight  seleetion  eriteria 
developed  by  DoD  with  publie  eomment. 
Antieipated  levels  of  defense  funding  in  the  FY 
1992-97  period  and  a  reassessment  of  the 
probable  threats  to  the  United  States  drove  the 
foree-strueture  plan.  The  present 
Administration  viewed  the  ehanging  world 
order  as  an  opportunity  to  implement 
measured  defense  reduetions.  However, 
Congress  has  seized  upon  the  redueed  threat  to 
our  national  seeurity  and  mandated  a  sharp 
deeline  in  defense  funding.  The  graph  on  the 
next  page  showing  DoD's  budget  authority 
depiets  this  dramatie  deeline  in  funding  sinee 
theinijd-1980s. 

The  Commission’s  purpose  was  to  ensure 
that  the  proposals  submitted  by  DoD  did  not 
deviate  substantially  firm  the  foree-strueture 
plan  and  the  eight  seleetion  eriteria.  Where  it 
identified  sueh  deviations,  the  Commission 
was  authorized  to  add  or  delete  bases.  The 
Commission’s  founding  legislation  ealls  for 
this  process  to  be  repeated  in  1993 and  1995. 

The  end  of  the  Cold  War,  evideneed  by  the 
fall  of  the  Berlin  Wall  in  1989  and  the  formal 
dissolution  of  the  Warsaw  Paet  in  1991, 
fundamentally  altered  the  military  threat 
posed  by  the  Soviet  Union  and  its  allies.  These 
events  had  dramatie  impaets  on  U.S.  military 
requirements.  In  addition,  the  growing  U.S. 
budget  defied  provided  an  impetus  to  cut  U.S. 
military  spending.  Therefore,  DoD  is  planning 
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to  decrease  the  U.S.military  by  approximately 
25  percent  overthe  next  five  years. 

Clearly,  fewer  forces  require  fewer  bases. 
By  eliminating  unnecessary  facilities,  limited 
dollars  can  go  to  vital  military  needs. 
Balancing  the  base  structure  with  the  new 
force-structure  plan  will  make  DoD  more 
efficient,  streamline  the  defense  infra¬ 
structure,  and  enhance  national  security. 

This  Commission  differs  from  previous 
base-closure  efforts;  its  purpose  was  to  make 
independent  recommendations  to  the 
Resident  based  can  its  review  of  the  Secretary 
of  Defense’s  April  1991  proposal  to  close 
43  bases  and  realign  29.  The  1988  DoD 
Commission,  cn  the  other  hand,  developed  its 
own  list  of  proposed  closures,  which  it 
presented  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and 
Congress. 


The  U.S.  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO) 
was  involved  closely  in  the  process.  It  acquired 
data  from  DoD  and  prepared  a  review  of  DoD’s 
proposals,  which  was  forwarded  to  Congress 
and  the  Commission  on  May  16,1991.  It  also 
assisted  the  Commission  in  its  own  review  of 
data  by  detailing  staffers  to  the  Commission 
and  providing  assistance  fromfield  staff. 

The  1991  Defense  Base  Closure  and 
Realignment  Commission’s  recommendations 
emerged  from  a  uniquely  open  process,  in 
which  testimony  and  viewpoints  were  heard 
from  community  and  congressional  leaders. 
This  process  insulated  the  Commission  from 
partisan  politics.  All  meetings  were  cpen  to 
the  public.  Transcripts  of  hearings  and  data 
received  by  the  Commission  were  available  for 
public  review.  Furthermore,  every  major  site 
proposed  for  closure  was  visited  by  at  least  one 
commissioner.  These  visits  enabled  the 
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commissioners  to  gain  a  firsthand  look  at  the 
installations.  Commissioners  also  heard  from 
members  of  the  public  about  the  effect  that 
closure  would  have  cai  local  communities. 

The  Commission  also  received  public 
testimony  in  Wasdiington,  D.C.,  from  members 
of  Congress,  DoD  officials,  and  other  expert 
witnesses.  Public  hearings,  providing 
community  leaders  an  opportunity  to 
comment,  were  held  at  14  other  locations 
across  the  country. 

The  Commission  recognizes  that  some 
communities  depend  greatly  on  these 
installations.  It  notes,  however,  in  the  long 
term,  and  with  effort  and  initiative, 
communities  can  overcome  the  hardships 
caused  by  base  closures.  In  fact,  history  has 
shown  many  post-closure  economies  are 
stronger  and  more  stable. 

According  to  a  survey  by  DoD’s  Office  of 
Economic  Adjustment  (OEA),  between 
1961and  1990  approximately  158,000newjobs 
had  been  created  to  replace  nearly  93,  OOOjobs 
lost  as  a  result  of  base  closures.  The  OEA  has 
also  been  working  with  21  communities 
located  near  bases  recommended  for  closure  by 
the  1988  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
Commission  and  has  provided  $1.6  million  in 
grants  to  help  developreuse  plans. 

Since  the  Commission  wanted  to  devote  its 
entire  effort  to  considering  the  bases  under 
study  for  closure  or  realignment,  an  after¬ 
action  report  will  be  prepared  and  forwarded  to 
the  President  and  Congress.  The  report  will 
offer  the  Commission’s  guidance  for  improving 
thebase-closingprocess. 

Based  on  the  Commission’s  review-and- 
analysis  and  deliberations  process,  it  is 
recommending  to  the  President  that  34  bases 
be  closed  and  48  bases  be  realigned.  These 
actions  will  result  in  FY  1992-97net  savings  of 
$2.3  billion  after  one-time  costs  of  $4.1  billion. 
The  savings  from  these  actions  will  total 
$1.5  billion  annually.  The  following  list 
summarizes  closure  and  realignment  actions  of 
the  1991  Commission. 


RECOMMENDED  FOR 
CLOSURE 


Department  df  the  Army 

Fort  Benjamin  Harrison, IN 
Pxt  Devens,  MA 
Fort  Ord,  CA 

Sacramento  Army  Depot,  CA 
ItKJY  Diamond  Lab  Woodbridge 
Research  Facility,  VA 


Department  of  the  Navy 

Construction  Battalion  Center,  Davisville,  RI 
Hunters  Point  Annex  to  Naval  Station 
Treasure  Island,  CA 
Marine  Corps  Air  Station  Tustin,  CA 
Naval  Air  Station  Chase  Field,  TX 
Naval  Air  Station  Moffett  Field,  CA 
Naval  Station  Long  Beach,  CA 
Naval  Station  Philadelphia,  PA 
Naval  Station  Puget  Sound,  Sand  Point,  WA 
Philadelphia  Naval  Shipyard,  PA 
7  RDT  &  E  Engineering  and  Fleet  Support 
Activities 

Department  di  the 
Air  Force 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  TX 

Carswell  Air  Force  B  ase,  TX 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  CA 

Eaker  Air  Force  Base,  AR 

England  Air  Force  Base,  LA 

Grissom  Air  Force  Base,  IN 

Loring  Air  Force  Base,  ME 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  CO 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  SC 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Reserve  Station,  MO 

Rickenbacker  Air  GuardBase,  OH 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  AZ 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  MI 
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RECOMMENDED 
FOR  REALIGNMENT 

Department  of  the  Army 

Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Aviation  SystemsCommandyTroop  Support 
Command, St.  Louis,  MO 
Fort  Chaffee,  AR 
FortDix,NJ 
Fort  Polk,  LA 

Letterkenny  Army  Depot,  PA 
Rodi  Island  Arsenal,  IL 
lORDT&E  Laboratories 
7  Medical  Laboratories 


Department  of  the  Navy 

Midway  Island  Naval  Air  Facility 
17RDT&E  Engineering  and  Fleet  Si;fport 
Activities 

Department  of  the 
Air  Force 

Beale  Air  Etixe  Base,  CA 
Goodfellow  Air  ForceBase,  TX 
MacDillAir  ForceBase,  FL 
March  Air  Force  Base,  CA 
Mather  Air  ForceBase,  CA 
MountainHome  Air  Force  Base,  ID 


RECOMMENDED 

TO  STAY  OPEN 

Department  of  the  Army 

Fort  McClellan,  AL 

Department  of  the  Navy 

Naval  Training  Center  Orlando,  FL 
Naval  Air  Station  Whidbey  Island,  WA 

Department  of  the 
Air  Force 

Moody  Air  Force  Base,  GA 
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Chapter  1 


History 

of 

Base 

Closures 


In  the  early  1960s^  then-Secretary  of 
Defense  Robert  S.  MeNamara  elosed  many 
bases  to  reduee  military  overhead.  Seeretary 
McNamara  ereated  within  DoD  the  Offiee  of 
Eeonomie  Adjustment  (OEA)  to  ease  the 
eeonomie  impaets  of  elosures  on  affeeted 
eommunities  and  to  allow  the  reuse  cf  former 
bases.  In  the  early  1970s,  and  in  response  to 
the  end  of  the  Vietnam  War,  hundreds  of 
military  faeilities  aeross  the  eountry  elosed. 

Ih  the  1960s  and  again  in  the  1970s, 
aeeusations  were  widespread  that  base 
elosures  were  being  used  by  the  exeeutive 
braneh  to  punish  uneooperative  legislators. 
HiLs  sentiment  prompted  Congress  in  1977  to 
pass  Seetion  2687  of  Title  10,  United  States 
Code,  whieh  required  DoD  to  notify  Congress  if 
an  installation  beeame  a  elosure  eandidate, 
and  it  also  applied  the  National  Environ¬ 
mental  Poliey  Aet  to  base-elosure 
reeommendations.  These  stipulations, 
eombined  with  Congress’  reluetanee  to  elose 
military  bases,  effeetively  prevented  DoD  from 
elosing  any  major  military  installation. 

The  1980s  saw  a  rapid  military  expansion 
as  a  result  of  a  dramatie  increase  in  defense 
spending.  In  1985,  Senator  Barry  Goldwater 
reeognized  the  need  for  DoD  to  rid  itself  of 
exeess  base  eapaeity.  He  asked  Seeretary  of 
Defense  Caspar  Weinberger  to  submit  an 
“illustrative”  list  of  military  bases  for  elosure. 
A  hearing  was  held  to  diseuss  the  22bases  on 
Seeretary  Weinberger’s  list,  but  no  further 
aetionwas  taken. 


1988  COMMISSION 

%  1988,  while  the  structure  of  the  U.S. 
armed  forces  had  changed,  the  base  structure 
remained  unaltered.  Therefore,  on 
May  3,  1988,  S  eeretary  of  Defense 
Erank  Carlueei  ehartered  the  Defense 
Seeretary’ s  Commission  on  Base  Realignment 
and  Closure,  ordering  it  to  eonduet  an 
independent  study  of  the  domestie  military 
base  structure  and  to  recommend  installations 
for  realignment  and  closure.  In  October  1988, 
Congress  passed  and  Resident  Reagan  signed 
Public  Law  100-526,  the  Defense 
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Authorization  Amendments  and  Base  Closure 
and  Realignment  Act. 

The  1988  Commission,  chaired  by  former 
Senator  Abraham  Ribicoff  and  former 
Congressman  Jack  Edwards,  recommended 
that  86  bases  be  closed  fully  and  59  others  be 
closed  partially  or  realigned.  These  changes 
would,  according  to  Commission  estimates, 
generate  an  annual  savingsof  $693.6  million. 


1990  DoD  PROPOSALS 

In  an  effort  to  reshape  and  reduce  the 
military  infrastructure,  Secretary  of  Defense 
Cheney  in  January  1990  proposed  closing 
36  bases  in  the  United  States.  The 
congressional  response  was  reminiscent  of  the 
base-closing  rounds  of  the  1960s  and  1970s. 
Congressional  critics  claimed  that  the  list 
unfairly  targeted  districts  represented  by 
Democrats.  Others  charged  that  Congress 
again  was  institutionally  incapable  of  making 
decisions  that  were  good  for  the  country  but 
painful  for  some  congressional  districts. 

The  hst  VBS  not  acted  upon  by  Congress, 
but  the  groundwork  was  laid  for  a  second  base¬ 
closing  commission. 


1991  BASE  CLOSURE 
AND  REALIGNMENT 
COMMISSION 

The  Defense  Base  Closure  and 
Realignment  Act  of  1990  (see  Appendix  A) 
Intends,  as  the  law  says,  “to  provide  a  fair 
process  that  will  result  in  the  timely  closure 
and  realignment  of  military  installations 
inside  the  United  States.” 

The  process  was  built  around  the  following 

Standards. 

•  The  force-structure  plan  submitted  to 
Congress  with  the  DoD  budget  request 
for  Fiscal  Year  1992  (see  Appendix  B) 


•  Eight  selection  criteria  finalized  by 
DoD  after  public  comment  (see 
Appendix  C) 

Of  the  eight  criteria,  the  first  four 
concerned  military  value  and  were  to  receive 
preference. 

•  Current  and  future  mission 
requirements 

•  Availability  and  condition  of  land, 
facilities,  and  air  space 

•  Contingency  and  mobilization 
requirements 

•  Cost  and  manpower  implications 
The  remaining  criteria  were 

•  Return  on  investment 

•  local  economicimpact 

•  Impact  OTi  community  infrastructure 

•  Environmental  impact 

The  Commission  received  DoDs  proposed 
list  of  closures  and  realignments  after  the 
following  process:  First,  the  Army ,  Navy,  and 
Air  Force  analyzed  their  own  base  structures, 
comparing  them  against  the  force-structure 
plan  and  the  selection  criteria.  The  services 
then  submitted  their  proposals  to  Secretary 
Cheney,  who  on  April  12,  1991,  sent  DoDs 
recommendations  to  the  Commission.  The 
Commission  was  required  to  send  its 
recommendations  to  the  President  by 
July  1,1991. 

The  statutory  test  to  be  applied  by  the 
Commission  in  justifying  modifications  to 
DoDs  recommended  list  involves  “substantial 
deviation”  from  the  force-structure  plan  and 
selection  criteria.  The  Commission  could 
recommend  changes  for  those  bases  where  a 
substantial  deviation  was  established. 
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Approval  by  the 
President  and  Congress 

The  law  requires  the  President  to  approve 
or  disapprove  the  Commission’s  reeommen- 
dationsby  July  15^1991.  An  approved  report 
will  be  sent  to  Congress.  If  the  President 
rejeets  the  report,  it  will  be  returned  to ’the 
Commission  for  revision.  The  Commission 
must  submit  to  the  President  by  August  15  a 
revised  report.  The  President  then  has  15  days 
to  approve  or  disapprove  the  revised  report. 
The  President  must  send  an  approved  report  to 
Congress  by  September  1, 1991 .  If  he  does  not 
approve  the  report,  the  closure  process  for  1991 
comes  t  o  an  end  with  no  action. 

Once  the  Commission’s  recommendations 
are  approved  by  the  President,  Congress  has 
45  legislative  days,  or  until  it  adjourns  for  the 
session,  to  consider  them.  Changes  to  the 
approved  recommendations  are  not  allowed. 
Unless  Congress  enacts  a  joint  resolution 
disapproving  the  Commission’s  proposals,  the 
Secretary  must  begin  to  close  or  realign  those 
installations  listed  in  the  report  within 
two  years  and  complete  the  action  within 
six  years. 


Differences  Between 
the  1988  and  1991 
Commissions 

Both  Commissions  were  setup  to  overcome 
the  political  paralysis  that  had  prevented  the 
closure  of  bases  during  the  previous  decade. 
The  recommendations  of  the  1988  Commission 
were  driven  largely  by  the  need  to  size  a 
bloated  base  infrastructure  to  a  reduced  threat 
and  force  structure.  The  1991  Commission  was 
driven  by  further  reductions  in  DoD  budgets 
and  dramatic  changes  in  Eastern  Europe. 

Structurally,  the  differencesbetween  these 
two  Commissions  are  significant.  The  1988 
Connnission  was  chartered  by  and  reported  to 
the  Searetary  of  Defense.  Congress  codified 
the  authority  of  that  Commission  when  it 
passed  Public  Law  100-526.  The  1991 
Commission,  on  the  other  hand,  was 


established  by  law  from  the  outset.  Its 
members  were  appointed  by  the  President  and 
confiiedbytheS  enate . 

Other  differences  between  these  two 
Commissions  resulted  primarily  from  the 
lessons  learned  in  the  congressional  debate 
that  followed  the  1988  base  closure  and 
realignment  recommendations. 

After  publication  of  the  1988  list,  affected 
members  of  Congress  leveled  three  major 
charges  against  the  Commission  process. 
First,  they  contended  the  process  had  been 
secretive.  In  fact,  hearings  had  been  closed 
and  information  on  the  ranking  of  facilities 
and  transcripts  of  Commission  meetings  were 
hard  to  obtain.  Second,  Congress  noted  many 
of  the  affected  facilities  had  not  been  visited  by 
commissioners.  Such  visits,  believed  the 
legislators,  might  have  helped  the 
commissioners  verify  information  included  in 
the  staff  reports.  Finally,  they  complained 
that  faulty  data  had  been  used  to  reach  the 
final  closure  recommendations.  Congress 
believed  the  General  Accounting  office  (GAO) 
or  another  independent  organization  should 
have  reviewed  the  information  and  data  for 
accuracy. 

Connnission  members  and  legislators  also 
said  that  the  panel’s  mandate  to  recover  the 
cost  vrithin  six  years  was  too  restrictive  and 
had  prevented  the  closing  of  several  obsolete 
installations. 

Congress,  through  Title  XXIX  of  Public 
Law  101-510,  established  the  1991  Defense 
Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commission  to 
redress  these  issues.  The  process  is  open, 
commissioners  have  visited  all  major  affected 
bases,  and  GAO  has  been  an  integral  part  of 
the  process. 

Composition  of  the  1991 
Commission 

The  commissioners  were  chosen  for  their 
distinguished  legislative,  business,  military, 
and  diplomatic  backgrounds.  Six  were 
appointed  by  President  Bush  “  four  in 
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consultation  with  House  and  Senate  majority 
leaders  and  two  with  the  adviee  of  House  and 
Senate  minority  leaders.  The  other 
appointments  were  made  independently  by  the 
President. 

The  staff  was  drawn  from  baekgrounds 
eneompassing  government,  law,  journalism, 
aeademia,  and  the  military.  Some  were  hired 
direetly  by  the  Commission,  while  others  were 
detailed  from  DoD,  GAO,  the  Federal 


Emergeney  Management  Ageney,  and  the 
Environmental  Proteetion  Ageney.  Under  the 
Commission's  founding  legislation,  no  more 
than  one-third  of  the  staff  eould  be  detailed 
from  DoD,  Divisional  direetors  (ineluding  the 
staff  director)  were  eivilians  hired  direetly  by 
the  Commission.  The  Commission  also  hired 
independent  eonsultants  from  the  Logisties 
Management  Institute,  who  helped  design  and 
then  partieipated  in  the  review  and  analysis  of 
the  serviees’reeommendations. 


Department  of  Defense  Procedures  to  Develop  Recommended  list 


Chapter  2 

Department 
of  Defense 
Procedures 
to  Develop 
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mended  List 


On  April  12,  1991,  Secretary  of  Defense 
Dick  Cheney  presented  to  Congress  and  the 
Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment 
Commission  a  list  of  military  installations 
proposed  for  realignment  or  closure.  The  list 
recommended  43  base  closures  and  29  realign¬ 
ments  and  was  the  product  of  an  extensive  DoD 
review  of  military  bases. 

DoD  began  its  review  of  bases  on 
December  10,  1990,  by  establishing  policy 
guidance  for  all  services  to  follow.  A  DoD 
steering  committee  developed  the  final  eight 
base-evaluation  criteria  and  issued  several 
implementing  memoranda.  Within  this 
general  framework,  each  service  was  allowed 
the  flexibility  to  design  an  analysis  plan 
around  its  unique  missions  and  structure. 

Four  additional  memoranda  were  issued  to 
clarify  the  DoD  review  process. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE 
ARMY 

In  November  1990,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  established  the  Total  Army  Basing 
Study  and  tasked  this  study  group  to 
recommend  potential  closures  and 
realignments. 

The  Army  divided  its  installations  into 
seven  main  categories  and  analyzed  each 
category  quantitatively  using  five  existing 
measures  of  merit,  which  were  then  defined  in 
terms  of  DoD’s  selection  criteria  1-4  (military 
value)  and  criterion  7  (community  infra¬ 
structure).  Each  measure  was  weighted  to 
reflect  the  Army’s  view  of  its  importance.  The 
measures  of  merit  and  attributes  were  used  to 
determine  the  military  value  of  the 
installations.  These  rankings  served  as  a  point 
of  departure  from  which  the  analysts  applied 
their  military  judgments  to  recommend 
closures  and  realignments. 

The  Army  applied  the  return-on- 
investment  and  impact  criteria  to  bases  that 
ranked  low  in  military  value. 
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Senior  Army  staff  reviewed  the  Army's 
final  proposals  and  recommended  the  list  for 
approval.  The  Secretary  cf  the  Army  and  the 
Army  Chief  of  Staff  approved  this  list. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE 
NAVY 

The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  established  a 
six-member  Base  Structure  Committee  in 
December  1990  to  determine  the  Navy's 
closure  and  realignmentcandidates. 

The  Base  Structure  Committee  grouped  all 
of  its  installations  into  categories  and 
determined  which  categories  contained  excess 
capacity;  there,  it  searched  for  closure  and 
realignment  options. 

The  Base  Structure  Committee  used 
information  as  the  VCNO  (ViceChief  of  Naval 
Operations)  study.  It  was  later  called  the 
OpNav  Study  because  it  was  initiated  in 
February  1990  by  the  Office  of  the  Chief  of 
Naval  Operations. 

The  Base  Structure  Committee  had 
intended  to  lee  the  study  prepared  by  the 
OpNav  group,  but  the  committee  members 
were  not  satikied  with  the  total  utility  of  the 
data  or  weights  used  in  the  OpNav  Study.  The 
Base  Structure  Committee  used  the  data  from 
the  OpNav  Study  as  a  starting  point  and  began 
a  series  of  hearings,  in  which  senior  Navy 
officials  briefed  the  committee  on  their 
respective  activities. 

The  committee  members  combined  their 
professional  military  judgment  with  the  data 
gleaned  from  these  interviews  and  existing 
data  from  the  OpNav  Study  to  arrive  at  their 
base-closure  recommendations.  As  a  result, 
these  judgments  sometimes  differed  firm  the 
assessments  one  might  make  using  the  raw 
empirical  data. 

The  Navy  assigned  color  codes  to  bases  in 
the  categorieswithexcesscapacity.  The  color 


codeswere  assigned  to  abase  by  assumingthat 
it  could  be  closed  and  assessing  what  impact  its 
closure  would  have  on  the  Navy's  mission. 
Like  the  Army,  the  Navy  considered 
community  support  (criterion?)  in  its  analysis 
of  the  military  value  of  bases. 

Once  the  Base  Structure  Committee  had 
selected  bases  for  possible  closure  or 
realignment,  it  evaluated  criteria  5,  6,  and 
8for  these  proposals. 

The  Base  Structure  Committee  presented 
its  nominations  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Ifewy, 
who  recommended  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
naval  installaticnsfor  closure  or  realignment. 


DEPARTMENT  OE  THE 
AIR  EORCE 

The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  appointed  a 
Base  Closure  Executive  Group  of  five  general 
officers  and  five  senior-executive-service 
officials. 

The  Air  Force  collected  data  by 
distributing  standard  questionnaires  “ 
general,  environmental,  and  air  space  “to 
each  Air  Force  base.  The  executive  group 
sorted  the  Air  Force  bases  into  five  categories 
and  tai  subcategories,  and  examined  each  to 
identify  excess  capacity. 

Unlike  the  Army  and  Navy,  the  Air  Force 
analyzed  all  bases  according  to  all  eight 
selection  criteria.  The  executive  group 
developedup  to  83  subelements  par  category  to 
provide  specific  data  points. 

The  Air  Fcaxje  prepared  color  ratings  for 
the  subelements  and  used  these  ratings  torank 
and  group  bases.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  selected  bases  for  closure  from  the 
options  developed  by  the  executive  group. 
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The  General  Aeeounting  Offiee  did  not 
become  involved  in  the  1988  process  until  after 
that  Commission  published  its  report.  Then 
Congress  called  upon  GAO  to  examine  the 
Commission’s  methodology,  findings,  and 
recommendations. 

GAOs  recommendations  addressed  ways 
to  ensure  data  accuracy,  which  cost  factors  and 
economic  impacts  should  be  considered,  how  to 
develop  specific  criteria,  and  how  to  measure 
employment  impacts. 

1b  ensure  GAO^s  role  during  the  1991 
Commission’s  analysis.  Congress  gave  GAO  a 
clear  role  in  the  1991  process. 

Under  Section  2903  (d)(5)  of  Title  XXIXj 
Public  Law  101-510,  Congress  called  on  the 
Comptroller  General  to  do  two  things:  assist 
the  Commission  in  its  review  of  the  Secretary 
of  Defense’ srecommendations  and  transmit  an 
independent  report  to  Congress  and  the 
Commission  containing  GAO's  analysis  of 
DoD's  proposals  and  processes. 


ASSISTANCE  TO  THE 
COMMISSION 

At  least  one  GAO  professional  served  on 
each  of  the  Commission’ s  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 
Force  review-and-analysis  teams.  These 
individuals  were  fully  integrated  into  all 
review-and-analysis  efforts. 

GAO  also  helped  the  Commission’s 
researchers  verify  the  data  used  by  the 
services.  GAO  field  personnel  visited  some 
39bases  to  gather  firsthand  information  and 
verify  data  selected  by  the  Commission. 


THE  GAO  REPORT 

GAO  released  its  report,  titled 
Observations  on  the  Analyses  Supporting 
Proposed  Closures  and  Realignments,  on 
May  16,  1991.  The  Assistant  Comptroller 
General  testified  before  the  Commission  on 
May  17.  GAOs  findings  paralleled  much  of 
the  Commission  staff's  work  up  to  that  time, 
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but  provided  detail  “espeeially  on  eosts  and 
savings. 

GAO  found  that  the  Army  and  Air  Foree 
eould  doeument  their  use  of  the  foree- strueture 
plan  and  the  military-value  eriteria.  While 
there  were  differences  in  the  way  the  serviees 
developed  military-value  rankings,  these 
differenees  were  insignifieant.  Therefore, 
GAO  eoneluded  in  its  report,  the  reeommen- 
dations  by  the  Army  and  Air  Foree  were 
“adequately  supported.” 

However,  GAO  eoneluded  that  the  Navy 
did  not  offer  enough  doeumentation  to  prove 
whether  or  not  its  proeess  followed  the  foree 
strueture  and  the  seleetion  eriteria,  preventing 
GAO  from  evaluating  speeifie  Navy 
reeommendations.  GAO  analyzed  the  Navy’s 
ship-berthing  eapaeity  to  deeide  how  many 
naval  stations  the  Navy  needs  to  support  its 
fleet.  If  only  the  reeommended  bases  are 
elosed,  eoneluded  GAO,  the  Navy  would  still 
have  signifieant  exeess  shipberthing  eapaeity. 


GAO  did  not  evaluate  the  Navy’s  methodology 
for  air  stations,  shipyards,  or  labs. 

GAO  eondueted  a  “sensitivity  check”  on 
DoD^s  estimation  of  the  number  of  years  it 
would  take  to  reeover  elosing  eosts.  This 
entailed  projeeting  SOpereent  and  lOOpereent 
inereases in  one-time  eosts.  While  the  paybaek 
periods  for  many  of  DcD's  reeommendations 
ehanged  little,  there  were  some  elosure  or 
realignment  proposals  where  a  SOpereent 
inerease  in  one-time  costs  would  inerease  the 
number  of  years  for  paybaek  from  4  to 
100  years. 

GAO  also  diseovered  ineonsisteneies  in 
serviee  costs,  savings  estimates,  and  paybaek 
ealeulations.  Despite  DoD  guidanee  to  the 
eontrary,  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Foree  used 
budget  data  for  other  than  1991  dollars  as  their 
baselines.  The  results  of  these  ineonsisteneies 
were  overstatements  of  estimated  annual 
savings  and  a  shortening  cf  the  paybaek  period 
for  several  elosures. 
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The  Commission  was  empowered  to  ensure 
that  the  DoD  recommendations  did  not  deviate 
substantially  from  Title  XXIX  of  Public  Law 
101-510.  The  law  also  required  the 
Commission  to  conduct  its  proceedings  in 
public  and  open  its  records  and  deliberations  to 
public  scrutiny. 

Four  concurrent  activities  provided  the 
Commission  with  information.  First,  the 
Commission  held  15  hearings  in  Washington, 
D.C.,  to  receive  information  from  DoD, 
legislators,  and  other  experts.  Second,  the 
Commission  encouraged  public  comments  by 
holding  14regional  and  site  hearings,  where  it 
received  testimony  on  bases  being  considered 
for  closure  or  realignment.  Third,  the 
commissioners  visited  the  major  facilities 
proposed  for  closure.  Finally,  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  research  staff  reviewed  the  services’ 
processes  and  data  to  help  commissioners 
arrive  at  their  recommendations  and  to  ensure 
that  they  had  adhered  to  the  statutory 
standards. 

The  inputs  from  communities  potentially 
affected  by  base  closures  were  tremendous. 
Community  and  elected  leaders  were  tireless 
advocates  for  their  military  installations.  In 
the  two-and-a-half  months  the  Commission 
conducted  its  business,  it  received  more  than 
143^  OOOletters  and  more  than  lOOphone  caUs 
a  day.  This  level  of  input  uncovered  for 
commissioners  every  possible  argument  that 
could  be  proffered  on  behalf  of  potentially 
impacted  bases. 

The  Commission  set  up  review-and- 
analysis  teams  -  Army,  Navy,  JUr  Force,  and 
Special  “to  evaluate  the  services’  processes. 
The  Commission’ steams  focused  ontheprocess 
each  service  used  to  adhere  to  legislative 
requirements. 

The  Army  team’s  review  paralleled  the 
Army’s  process.  The  team  determined  whether 
the  Army  considered  all  bases  and  whether  its 
categorization  of  bases  and  use  of  attributes 
were  sound.  The  Commission  did  this  by 
comparing  the  major  activities  on  Army  bases 
with  the  “measures  of  merit”  and  attributes 
developed  by  the  Army  to  ensure  that  all  eight 
criteria  were  addressed.  The  Commission  then 
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looked  at  the  Arniy’s  proposals  in  terms  of  the 
capacity  needed  to  house  its  forces  in  1995  as 
envisioned  by  the  force-structure  plan. 

The  Navy  presented  a  special  challenge  to 
the  Commission.  Its  selection  process  was 
more  subjectiveand  less  documented  than  that 
of  either  the  Am^  or  the  Air  Force.  To 
determine  whether  the  Navy  complied  with 
the  law,  the  Commission’s  daffiheld  a  series  of 
meetings  with  members  of  the  Navy’s  Base 
Structure  Committee  and  other  high-ranking 
naval  officers  “  including  the  heads  of  naval 
aviation,  surface  warfare  and  personnel,  and 
training.  These  individuals  responded  to 
questions  and  supplied  information  to  the 
Commission.  The  Commission  studied  these 
data  to  determine  whether  the  Navy’s 
compliance  with  selection  criteria  and  the 
force-structure  plan  was  adequate. 

The  Navy  provided  additional  explanation 
for  its  decisions.  The  Commission,  with  GAO’s 
help,  obtained  and  analyzed  several  hundred 
items  of  data  from  some  29  naval  installations 
across  the  country.  Moreover,  the  Commission 
examined  the  Navy’s  berthing  capacity  in 
detail. 

The  Commission’s  Air  Force  team  first 
checked  to  see  that  the  Air  Force  had  studied 


its  facilities  by  identifying  all  Air  Force  bases 
and  checking  updated  manpower  documents. 
Second,  the  team  examined  the  categories  and 
subcategories  used  by  the  Air  Force  to  compare 
bases.  Third,  the  team  checked  the  Air  Force’s 
analysis  of  capacity  within  categories  and  for 
individual  facilities.  The  team  also  reviewed 
decisions  to  exclude  certain  categories  from 
further  consideration  due  to  a  lack  of  excess 
capacity.  Then,  the  team  checked  the  Air 
Force  application  of  the  eight  criteria  to  the 
remaining  bases.  In  this  step,  the  team  first 
examined  the  individual  bases  that  were 
excluded  as  “militarily  or  geographically 
unique  or  mission  essential.”  Finally,  the 
team  considered  the  application  of  the  eight 
selection  criteria  to  the  remaining  72  bases. 

These  activities  provided  the  Commission 
with  the  information  it  needed  to  arrive  at  its 
recommendations  in  accordance  with  the 
standards  mandated  in  the  law.  The 
commissioners  used  it  to  develop  a  ’’menu  of 
options”  “  potential  additions  and 
substitutions  to  the  DoD  proposals  (see 
Appendix  H).  The  Commission’s  final 
recommendations  are  presented  in  Chapter  5. 
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The  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realign¬ 
ment  Commission  has  eompleted  its  review 
and  analysis  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
reeommendations  for  base  elosures  and 
realignments,  as  transmitted  to  the 
Commission  on  April  12,  1991,  by  the 
Seeretary  of  Defense.  Ihis  ehapter  eontains 
the  reeommendations  made  by  this 
Commission. 

nh  reeommending  to  the  serviees  where  to 
move  their  units,  missions,  or  forees,  the 
Commission reeognizes  that  the  military  must 
retain  some  flexibility.  The  foree-strueture 
plan  itself  is  not  a  rigid  doeument  beeause  it 
refleets  a  world  that  is  ehanging  rapidly. 

Aside  from  reeommendations  on  the  status 
of  partieular  bases,  the  Commission  also  made 
two  general  reeommendations. 

First,  the  Commission  observed,  it  is  DoD 
poliey  to  operate  military  hospitals  primarily 
to  support  aetive-duty  military  personnel. 
Congress  established  the  Civilian  Health  and 
Medieal  Program  of  the  Uniformed  Serviees 
(CHAMPUS)  to  eare  for  the  medieal  needs  of 
non-active-duty  benefieiaries.  Closures  of 
military  hospitals  normally  follow  elosures  of 
bases  with  aetive-duty  populations  served  by 
those  hospitals,  with  CHAMPUS  eovering  the 
benefieiaries  in  that  area.  In  addition, 
assignments  of  aetive-duty  health-eare 
speeialists  are  tied  direetly  to  support  of  active- 
duty  forces.  The  Commission  recommends 
that  DoD  confer  with  Congress  regarding  these 
policies  and  report  to  the  Connnission  in  time 
for  the  1993  Base  Closure  and  Realignment 
Commission  to  consider  the  issue  of  hospital 
closures. 


Secjond,  with  the  closure  of  bases  bearing 
the  names  of  American  heroes  such  as 
President  Benjamin  Harrison;  General  Ira  C. 
Baker;  astronaut  Virgil  "Gus^  Grissom;  and 
World  War  I  pilot,  Eddie  Rickenbacker,  the 
Commission  urges  the  President  to  find  some 
other  means  to  honor  the  contributions  of  these 
greatAmericans. 


5-1 


Detailed  information  on  each  of  the 
Commission’s  base-closure-and-realignment 
decisions  is  presented  below,  including  the 
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rationale  for  each  recommendation. 
Substantial  deviations  from  the  application  of 
the  force-structure  plan  and  the  final  criteria 
have  been  identified  where  applicable. 


DEPARTMENT 
OF  THE  ARMY 

U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers 

Category:  Corps  of  Engineers 
Mission:  Military  and  Civil  fixks 
Costto  Close:  $266 million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $238  million; 

Annual:  $112  million 
Pa^oadk:  2 years 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Consider  reorganization  of  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  under  legislation  separate 
from  that  which  established  the  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  Commission  (Public 
Law  101-510) .  The  Corps  of  Engineers 
conducted  a  reorganization  study  and 
submitted  it  as  a  part  of  the  Department  of  the 
Army's  recommendation  to  DoD,  The 
Secretary  of  Defense  removed  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  from  his  submission  to  the  Base 
Closure  and  Realignment  Commission. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  communities  argued  that  the  study 
had  not  been  properly  reviewed  by 
congressional  committees  charged  with 
oversight  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  They  also 
argued  that  reducing  the  number  of  divisions 
from  ten  to  six  had  no  rational  foundation  and 
that  the  boundaries  that  describe  these  new 
divisions  and  districts  were  not  determined  in 
a  consistent  manner.  The  communities  stated 
that  the  great  distances  between  these  new 
divisions  and  district  headquarters  and  their 


respective  field  offices  would  create 
inefficiencies. 

Finally,  the  communities  argued  that  the 
proposed  realignment  would  have  a  significant 
impact  on  the  local  economies  and  regions. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  reorganization  plan  is  based  on  a 
business-like  approach.  It  combines  like 
functions  at  the  division  level  where  area 
coverage  can  be  provided,  thus  relieving  the 
districts  of  some  of  their  administrative 
functions.  The  number  of  divisions  selected 
was  based  on  four  options.  Each  option 
considered  command-and-control  factors  and 
balanced  the  workload.  The  boundaries  for  the 
new  divisions  were  based  on  watershed 
locations  and  optimizing  customer  support. 
The  selection  of  division  headquarters  was 
based  solely  on  the  ranking  of  existing 
headquarters.  The  number  of  districts  and 
their  headquarters  were  based  primarily  on 
their  military  ranking  and  their  civil  works 
rankings.  In  some  cases,  selections  did  not 
follow  the  rankings  to  account  for  needed 
geographic  dispersion  and  unique  capabilities. 

The  Commission  found  that  the 
unemployment  impacts  would  increase  by  no 
more  than  two  percentage  points  in  any  one 
area;  however,  these  rates  are  independent  of 
any  other  action  that  may  be  occurringin  the 
respective  areas.  The  implementation  costs 
may  be  overstated  because  it  is  not  known 
exactly  how  many  personnel  will  elect  to  retire 
or  quit  as  opposed  to  relocating. 

The  Commission  also  found  that 
6,600 authorized  positions  would  be 
transferred  and  an  additional  2,600  authorized 
positions  would  be  eliminated.  Thisrepresents 
approximately  22  percent  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  total  work  force  and  47  percent  of 
the  work  force  available  for  reorganization. 

These  transfers  and  eliminations  occur  at 
the  district  and  division  levels.  Fourdivision 
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and  fourteen  distriet  headquarters  are 
eliminated  to  reduee  the  span  rf  eontrol  and 
inerease  operational  effieieneies.  However, 
projeet  and  eonstruetion  offiees  in  support  of 
the  distriets  are  not  affeeted  by  the 
reorganization. 


RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

The  Commission  reeommends  the 
realignment  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 
We  find  that  the  Seeretary  deviated 
substantially  from  eriterion  1  (eurrent  and 
future  mission  requirements)  and  eriterion  4 
(eost  and  manpower  implieations).  Sueh 
realignment  will  be  aeeomplished  primarily 
through  the  elimination  cf  a  number  of  Corps 
of  Engineers  division  and  distriet  management 
headquarters  loeated  in  the  United  States. 
The  realignment  will  not  be  initiated  until 
July  1,1992,  and  will  eonform  to  the 
1991  Corps  of  Engineers  Reorganization  Study 
unless  legislation  is  enaeted  by  Congress 
providing  an  alternative  realignment  by 
July  1, 1992, in  whieh  event  the  Seeretary  will 
initiate  the  realignment  as  determined  by  the 
legislation. 

Aviation  Systems 
Command  and  Troop 
Support  Commands 
St.  Louis^  Missouri 

category:  Industrial-Commodity  Oriented 
Installations 

Mission:  Logistics  Support 
Costs  to  Realign:  $6.4  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $33.5  million; 

Annual:  ^2.5 million 
Payback:  Immediate 


the  Defense  Management  Report  Decision  to 
consolidatethe  inventory  control  point. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

There  were  no  formal  expressions  from  the 
community. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  the  eonsolidation  of 
inventory  eontrol  points  and  resultant 
elimination  of  an  inventory  eontrol  point  were 
rational  approaehes  to  management 
effieieneies.  The  eost  effieieneies  of  merging 
AVSCOM  and  TROSCOM  support  the  DoD 
proposal. 


s 

'  Commission  finds  t  the  D 

i  did  1  deviate  substantially 
from  the  fore  plan 

i  eriteria.  The  Commission  recom¬ 
mends  th  merger  of  AVSCOM  with 
TROSCOM  as  proposed  Also,  the  Commission 
reeommends  h  e  i  evaluate  the 
reloeation  of  those  aetivities  fma  leas  a 
to  gov  owned  faeilities  and  prov 

appropriate  ecommenda  t  th 

1993 Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commis¬ 
sion. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Merge  Aviation  Systems  Command 
(AVSCOM)  and  Troop  Support  Command 
(TROSCOMXn  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  as  part  of 
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Fort  Benjamin  Harrison^ 

Indiana 

Category:  Initial  Ertty  Training/Branch 
School 

Mission:  Army  Soldier  Support  Center; 

Defense  Financeand  Accounting  Service 
Cost  to  Close:  $206 million 
Savings:  1992-97:  -$123.8  million; 

Annual:  $36.9million 
Paybadz:  4  years 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEEENSE 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close  Fort  Benjamin  Ibrxiscn  and  realign 
the  Soldier  Support  Center  from  Fort 
Benjamin  Harrison,  Indiana,  to  Fort  Jackson, 
South  Carolina,  to  initiate  the  Soldier  Support 
Warfighting  Center.  Relocate  U.S.  Army 
Recruiting  Command  firom  Fort  Sheridan  to 
Fort  Rnox  rather  than  Fort  Benjamin 
Harrison.  This  part  of  the  proposal  is  a 
revision  to  the  1988  Defense  Secretary’s 
Commission  onBase  Realignment  and  Closure 
recommendations.  Retain  Building  1  for  the 
continued  use  by  the  Defense  Finance  and 
Accounting  Service  (D FAS)  and  retain  part  of 
Fort  Benjamin  Harrisonforthe  Army  reserves. 

Fort  Benjamin  Ibrriscnwas  rated  lowest 
in  its  category.  It  has  limited  expansion 
capability,  high  operating  costs,  and  high  real- 
pmperty-maintenance  costs. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  argued  that  the  Army 
Soldier  Support  Warfighting  Center  would  be 
more  suitable  at  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison. 
Moving  the  two  branch  schools  from  Fort 
Jackson  to  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison  would  be 
easier  than  sending  six  schools  from  Fort 
Benjamin  Harrison  to  Fort  Jackson.  The 
community  also  claimed  that  closing  Fort 
Benjamin  Iferriscn  would  cause  significant  job 
loss.  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison  has  been  a  major 
source  of  employment  for  the  handicapped  and 
minorities  and  serves  thousands  of  retirees. 
The  community  also  argued  that  Building  1  is 
currently  underused,  thusDoD  should  relocate 


functions  currently  in  leased  space  to 
Building  1. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  Fort  Jackson 
is  a  more  economical  location  for  the  Army 
Soldier  Support  Warfighting  Center  than  Fort 
Benjamin  Harriscn.  It  found  that  the  missions 
at  Pact  Benjamin  Harrison  do  not  require 
extensive  facilities  and  thus  can  be  easily 
realigned  at  minimal  costs. 

The  Comnission  found  that  Building  1  is 
underused.  Building  1  is  the  current  home  of 
the  branch  of  the  Defense  Finance  and 
Accounting  Service  that  is  responsible  for  the 
Department  of  the  Army  finances.  The 
Commission  is  aware  of  an  ongoing  Defense 
Management  Review  initiative  to  consolidate 
and  streamline  DoD's  Finance  and  Accounting 
Services.  DoD  should  look  closely  at  using 
adequate  excess  government-owned  facilities 
when  evaluating  its  overall  facility 
requirements. 


RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

The  Commission  recommends  to  the 
President  the  closure  of  Fort  Benjamin 
Harrison;  the  realignment  of  the  Soldier 
Support  Center  to  Fort  Jackson,  South 
Carolina;  and  the  retention  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  Finance  and  Accounting  Service, 
Indianapolis  Center.  We  also  recommend  the 
revision  of  the  Defense  Secretary’s 
Commission  an  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
1988  recommendation  relocating  the  U.S. 
Army  Recruiting  Command  (USAREC)  from 
Fort  Sheridan  to  Fort  rather  than  Fort 
Benjamin  Harrison.  The  Commission  also 
recommends  an  adjustment  in  the  DoD 
recommendation.  We  find  that  the  Secretary 
deviated  substantially  from  criterion  2,  the 
availability  and  condition  of  land  and  facilities 
at  both  the  existing  and  potential  receiving 
locations.  Because  of  this,  the  Commission 
recommends  to  the  President  the  closure  of 
Building  1. 
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The  Commission  further  reeommends  that 
DoD  submit  its  consolidation  plan  of  the 
Defense  Finance  and  Accounting  Servicet  o  the 
1993Base  Closure  and  Realignment 
Commission. 


Fort  Chaffee,  Arkansas 

Category:  Major  TrainingAreas 
Mission:  Major  Maneuver  and  Training 
Cost  to  Close:  Fort  Chaff ee/Fort  Polk 
$303  million 

Savings:  1992-97:  -$34,2  million; 

Annual:  $22,9 million 
Payback:  Syears 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close  Fort  Chaffee,  retaining  the  facilities 
and  training  area  to  support  the  Reserve 
Component.  Station  the  current  Active 
Component  tenant,  the  Joint  Readiness 
Training  Center  (JRTC),  permanently  at  Fort 
Polk,  Louisiana  (outlined  in  DoD's 
recommendation  for  Fort  Polk). 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  argued  that  economic 
impacts  will  extend  further  than  DoD  stated. 

Additionally,  the  community  claimed  that 
Fort  Chaffee  provides  a  more  challenging, 
versatile  training  environment  than  Fort  Polk 
and  that  Fort  Polk  was  never  considered  as  a 
candidate  for  the  JRTC.  The  local  citizens  also 
argued  that  DoD  overstated  costs  for  facilities 
to  support  the  JRTC .  For  example,  a  hospital 
and  housing  are  available  in  the  community 
and  need  not  be  constructed.  Finally,  the 
community  argued  that  World  War  II  facilities 
canbe  rehabilitated  to  meet  the  needs  of  JRTC 
at  a  cost  of  $79  million  rather  than  the  DoD 
estimate  of  $224  million. 

COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  both  Forts 
Chaffee  and  DolUc  were  evaluated  as  potential 


sites  for  the  JRTC.  The  selection  of  Fort  Polk 
as  the  site  for  the  JRTC  is  the  result  of  an 
Army  stationing  study  that  evaluated 
alternative  locations. 

The  Commission  also  found  that 
unemployment  will  increase  by  four 
percentage  points.  The  counties  of  Sebastian, 
Crawford,  and  Franklin,  which  are 
immediately  adjacent  to  Fort  Chaffee,  will 
incur  90  percent  of  the  increase.  The 
Commission  also  finds  there  are  no  permanent 
facilities  at  Fort  Chaffee  and  the  Army  would 
incur  substantial  military  construction  costs  in 
preparing  Fort  Chaffee  to  be  the  permanent 
home  of  the  JRTC. 

The  Commission  found  that  Fort  Chaffee 
currently  has  an  Active  Component  garrison 
and  that  the  garrison  will  continue  to  exist  at 
Fort  Chaffee  after  JRTC  is  moved  to  Fort  Doilk 
and  Fort  Chaffee  reverts  to  primarily 
supporting  Reserve  Component  training .  This 
has  been  confirmed  with  DoD, 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  Commission  finds  DoD's  recommen¬ 
dation  did  not  deviate  substantially  from  the 
force- structure  plan  and  the  selection  criteria. 
The  Commission,  therefore,  recommends  that 
Fort  Chaffee  be  returned  to  its  semiactive 
status  with  an  Active  Component  garrison  to 
be  used  in  support  of  Reserve  Component 
training  and  that  a  permanent  J oint  Readiness 
Training  Center  be  established  at  Fort  Polk, 
Louisiana. 
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Fort  Devens, 
Massachusetts 

Category:  Command  and  Control 
Mission:  10th  Special  Forces  Group 
Cost  to  Close:  $160.2  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $30.8  million; 

Annual:  $55.2 million 
Payback:  Oyears 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDA  TION 

Close  Fort  Devens,  retaining  only  those 
facilities  to  support  Reserve  Component 
training.  Create  a  small  Reserve  enclave  cn 
Fort  Devens’s  main  post  and  retain 
approximately  3,  OOOacres  for  use  as  a  regional 
training  center.  Retain  the  Headquarters, 
Information  Systems  Command  (ISC)  and 
supporting  elements  at  Fort  Huachuca, 
Arizona,  and  Fort  Monmouth,  New  Jersey;  and 
relocate  selected  ISC  elements  from  Fort 
Belvoir,  Virginia,  to  Pact  Ritchie,  Maryland,  or 
another  location  in  the  National  Capital 
Region  (a  change  to  the  1988  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  Commission 
recommendations).  Relocate  the  lOth  Special 
Forces  Group  (SPG)  fnan  Pat  Devens  to  Fort 
Carson,  Colorado. 

The  Army  will  socn  need  fewer  command- 
and-control  installations.  Fort  Devens  ranked 
ninth  out  of  eleven  installations  in  its  category 
and  is  not  critical  to  either  the  midterm 
management  of  the  Army’s  build  down  or  the 
long-term  strategic  requirements  of  the 
Army’s  command-and-control  installation 
structure. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  argued  that  the  DoD 
recommendation  violates  the  law  because  it 
changes  the  1988  Base  Realignment  and 
Closure  Commission’s  recommendation,  which 
never  was  enacted.  It  also  claimed  that  the 
Army  would  be  better  served  by  having  the 
Headquarters,  ISC,  located  nearer  to  a  “center 
cf  high  technology.”  The  community  argued 
that  closing  Fort  Devens  will  remove  the  active 


Army  presence  in  New  England.  The 
community  also  claimed  that  the  training 
ranges  were  adequate  to  support  the  10th  SFG. 
Finally,  the  community  argued  that  the 
proposed  closure  will  have  a  significant  impact 
on  the  local  economy  and  that  the  Army 
overstated  the  expected  land  value  of  the 
properties  to  be  sold. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  all 
installations  in  this  category  were  treated 
fairly.  It  also  found  that  the  change  to  the 
1988  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
Commission’s  recommendation  to  leave  the 
ISC  at  Fort  Huachuca,  Fort  Monmouth,  and 
the  National  Capital  Region  does  not  violate 
the  law.  Additionally,  a  1989  GAO  report 
revised  the  1988  Commission’s  findings 
regarding  recurring  savings  from  $21  million 
to  $8.1million  and  the  payback  periods  firm 
Oyears  to  a  range  of  43  to  200 years.  The 
Commission  also  found  that  because  the 
Headquarters,  ISC,  had  not  left  Fort 
Huachuca,  the  mission  may  best  be  continued 
there,  avoiding  construction  costs  of 
approximately  $74  million  at  Pat  Devens . 

The  Commission  found  that  the  training 
area  at  Fort  Devens  could  not  adequately 
support  the  10th  SFG  training.  It  has 
insufficient  maneuver  space,  a  small  drop  zone, 
limits  on  demolition  training,  and  limits  on 
weapon  firing.  The  proximity  to  a  civilian 
airport  also  affects  high-altitude,  low-opening 
qserations .  Army  presence  will  remain  in  New 
England  for  Reserve  Component  support, 
recruiting,  and  other  activities. 

The  Commission  also  found  that  the  Army 
will  retain  4,600,  not  3,000  acres  for  Reserve 
Component  training.  This  has  been  confirmed 
with  the  Department  of  the  Army.  The 
Commissionfoundthat  Pact  Devens  has  newly 
constructed  facilities  and  that  DoD  should 
make  maximum  useof  these  facilities  in  future 
stationing  decisions.  The  Commission 
estimates  civilian  unemployment  would 
increase  by  two  percentage  points.  The 
Commission  did  not  include  any  proposed  land 
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sale  in  its  calculations  and  found  that  this  did 
not  change  the  Army’s  decision. 


RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

The  Commission  finds  that  DoD^s 
recommendation  did  not  deviate  substantially 
from  the  force-structure  plan  and  the  final 
selection  criteria.  The  Commission,  therefore, 
recommends  the  closure  of  Fort  Devens  and  the 
retention  of  4,600  acres  and  those  facilities 
essential  to  support  Reserve  Component 
T raining  requirements ;  and  realignment  of  the 
10th  SFG  to  Fort  Carson.  Instead  of  moving 
Headquarters,  ISC,  and  supporting  elements  to 
Fort  Devens  from  Forts  Huachuca,  Monmouth, 
and  Belvoir  and  leased  space  in  the  National 
Capital  Region  as  recommended  by  the 
1988  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
Commission, retain  Headquarters,  ISC,  atFort 
Huachuca  and  support  elements  at  Fort 
Monmouth,  and  relocate  selected  ISC  elements 
from  Fort  Belvoir  to  Fort  Ritchie  or  another 
location  in  the  National  Capital  Region. 


Fort  DiXy  New  Jersey 

Category:  Fighting  (Major  Training  Areas) 
Mission:  Reserve  Component  Training 
Cost  to  Close:  $30,2  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $60,5  million; 

Annual:  $25,3  million 
Payback:  Oyears 


DEPARTMENT  OE  DEEENSE 
RECOMMENDA  TION 

Close  Fort  Dix,  relocating  active 
organizations  that  do  not  directly  support  the 
Reserve  Component  (except  those  that  cannot 
be  relocated  elsewhere).  Retain  only  those 
facilities  and  training  areas  necessary  to 
support  Reserve  Component  training.  This 
proposal  changes  the  1988  Base  Realignment 
and  Closure  Commission’s  recommendation  to 
maintain  Fort  Dix  in  a  semiactive  status.  It  is 
driven  by  a  desire  to  reduce  base  operations 
and  real-property-maintenance  costs  by 
eliminating  excess  facilities  and  relocating 


tenants  that  do  not  support  the  Reserve 
Component. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  argued  that  the  land  value 
included  in  DoD' s  recommendation 
($82.6  million)  was  overstated.  The 
community  also  argued  that  Fort  Dix  could  be 
used  for  many  alternative  purposes,  including 
the  U.S.  Army  Reserve  Command 
headquarters,  a  Reserve  Center  of  Excellence 
for  training,  or  the  site  cf  other  DoD  activities 
that  are  now  in  leased  space  in  the 
Washington,  D.C.,  area. 

The  community  asserted  that  the 
unemployment  impact  would  be  large  and  that 
the  word  “close”in  DoD’s  recommendation  was 
not  clear.  The  community  was  concerned  that 
the  word  “closure”  would  preclude  Fort  Dix 
from  being  available  as  a  potential  receiver  of 
other  Reserve  Component  training  missions  or 
as  a  potential  receiver  of  other  DoD  activities. 
The  community  further  argued  that  Fort  Dix, 
while  ranking  second  in  its  category  based  cn 
military-value  calculations,  was  selected  for 
closure  because  of  potential  savings. 

The  community  asserted  that  Fort  Dix  was 
not  given  full  credit  for  its  quality-of-life 
attributes,  such  as  family  housing. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  DoD  did  not 
treat  all  installations  in  this  category  equally. 
Four  other  lower-ranked  bases  were  deferred 
from  further  consideration  because  of 
uncertainty  in  the  Reserve  Component  force 
structure  and  because  the  results  of  a  study 
addressing  the  Reserve  Component  training 
strategies  and  management  of  major  training 
areas  were  not  known . 

The  Connnission  found  that,  while  the  land 
value  may  have  been  overstated,  it  had  no 
impact  on  the  final  decision. 
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Moving  certain  active  missions  off  Fort  Dix 
to  better  align  its  role  as  a  Reserve  Component 
training  center  is  reasonable,  but  the  Army 
should  not  declare  facilities  excess  without 
determining  what  role  Etct  Dix  will  play  in  the 
future  Reserve  Component  force  structure. 

The  Commission  further  encourages  DoD 
to  study  the  benefits  of  the  collocation  of  Fort 
Dix  and  McGuire  Air  Force  Base  for 
mobilization. 


RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

The  Commission  finds  DoD’s 
recommendation '  deviates  substantially  from 
the  force-structure  plan  by  not  allowing  for  the 
uncertainties  in  the  future  reorganization  of 
Reserve  Component  division  forces.  The 
recommendation  also  deviates  substantially 
from  selection  criterion  1. 

The  Commission  recommends  that  Fort 
Dix  be  realigned  to  support  the  Reserve 
Component  force  structure  through  retention 
of  an  Active  Component  garrison  and  essential 
facilities  (which  include  essential  portions  of 
Walson  Army  Hospital  and  housing  facilities), 
ranges,  and  training  areas  to  support  Reserve 
and  Active  Component  training.  The 
Commission  also  recommends  thatthe  Defense 
Medical  Facilities  Office  (DMFO)  determine 
the  medical  facilities  requirement  to  support 
the  Fort  Dix  and  McGuire  Air  Force  Base  areas 
and  ensure  implementation  of  the  most 
effective  solution. 


Fort  McClellan,  Alabama 

Category:  Initial  Entry  TrainingIBranch 
School 

Mission:  Army  Military  Police  School; 

Army  Chemical  School;  andDefense 
Polygraph  Institute 
Cost  to  Close:  N/A 
Savings:  1992-97:  NIA 
Payback:  NIA 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDA  TION 

Close  Fort  McClellan  and  realign  chemical 
and  military  police  schools  to  Fort  Leonard 
Wood,  Missouri,  to  create  the  Maneuver 
Support  Warfighting  Center.  Move  the 
Defense  Polygraph  School  from  Fort  McClellan 
to  Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona,  to  be  collocated 
with  the  Intelligence  School. 

Retain  the  Pelham  Range  for  use  by  the 
Alabama  National  Guard.  Retain  the  Special 
Operations  Test  Site  and  a  reserve  enclave. 
Put  the  Chemical  Decontamination  Training 
Facility  (CDTF)  in  caretaker  status. 

Fort  McClellan  was  recommended  for 
closure  because  it  is  the  home  of  the  smallest 
Army  training  center  and  most  of  its  missions 
and  facility  requirements  can  be  met 
elsewhere. 
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COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  local  community  contended  that  DoD 
did  not  aeeurately  assess  the  military  value  of 
live-agent  training  at  Fort  MeClellan.  The 
deeision  to  plaee  the  CDTF  in  earetaker  status 
was  not  predieated  upon  military  value,  but 
rather  on  budgetary  eonstraints.  The  loss  of 
use  of  the  CDTF  eould  be  detrimental  to  the 
serviees’  ehemieal  readiness  and  national 
seeurity.  The  CDTF  is  the  only  known  live- 
agent  training  faeility  in  the  free  world. 

Loeal  offieials  elaimed  that  environmental 
impediments  and  resulting  eosts  will  prevent 
the  CDTF  from  being  replieated  at  another 
installation. 

Finally,  elosure  of  Fort  MeClellan  eould 
result  in  a  CHAMPUS  eost  of  $278million  by 
the  year  2007. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  questioned  maintaining 
the  CDTF  in  earetaker  status  beeause  it  eould 
contribute  little  if  any  to  ehemieal  defense 
preparedness.  The  CDTF  eould  not  be 
reaetivated  quiekly.  Moreover,  the  Army 
would  have  to  obtain  environmental  permits 
for  reaetivation  if  the  faeility  is  shut  down  for 
more  than  one  year,  and  start-up  eosts  eould 
range  from  $4  million  to  $7  million. 
Furthermore,  depending  upon  the 
environmental  and  regulatory  standards,  the 
permitting  proeess  is  eurrently  estimated  to 
require  three  to  five  years . 

The  Commission  basieally  agreed  with 
experts  in  the  ehemieal  field  that  the  CDTF 
has  high  military  value.  The  Commission  also 
agreed  that  if  a  new  CDTF  eannot  be  built  at 
the  reeeiving  base,  then  reloeating  the 
ehemieal  sehool  should  not  be  implemented. 

The  Commission  has  not  reeeived  any 
indieation  that  another  CDTF  ean  be  dupli- 
eated  at  any  other  installation.  Duplieating 
the  CDTF  would  require  eomplianee  with 
stringent  environmental  laws. 


The  Commission  reeognized  the  value  of 
live-agent  training  in  ehemieal  defense. 


RECOMMENDA  TION 

The  Commission  found  a  substantial 
deviation  from  eriterion  1  (the  eurrent  and 
future  mission  requirements  and  the  impaet  of 
operational  readiness  of  the  Department  of 
Defense’s  total  foree)  and  eriterion  2  (the 
availability  and  eondition  of  land,  faeilities, 
and  assoeiated  air  spaee)  at  both  the  existing 
and  potential  reeeiving  loeations.  Thus,  the 
Coininission  reeoinmends  that  Fort  MeClellan 
remain  open. 


Fort  Ord,  California 

Category:  Fighting  (Maneuver) 
Mission:  7 thinfantry Division 
Cost  to  Close:  $1 50,8  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  -$38,8  million; 

Annwl:  $70,4 million 
Payback:  2 years 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDA  TION 

Close  Fort  Ord  and  reloeate  the 
7th  Infantry  Division  (Light)  from  Fort  Ord  to 
Fort  Lewis ,  Washington. 

The  Army  eurrently  ean  house  13  divisions 
in  the  United  States,  but  in  1995  will  have 
12divisions.  Fort  Ord  ranks  relatively  low  in 
itseategory.  Movingthe  7th  Infantry  Dmsion 
from  Fort  Ord  to  Fort  Lewis  reduees  exeess 
eapaeity,  maintains  flexibility,  and  eapitalizes 
on  the  operational  deployability  and  seeurity 
attributes  at  Fort  Lewis. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

Theeommunity  asserted  that  Fort  Ord  was 
penalized  in  the  Army’s  ranking  for  being 
small,  but  that  it  is  perfeetly  suited  to  train  a 
light  division.  The  eommunity  argued  that  the 
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Army  could  build  (or  enhance)  an  airfield  at 
Fort  Ord  for  approximately  $60million- 
$120  million.  The  community  stated  that 
closing  Fort  Ord  would  increase  unemploy¬ 
ment  by  25  percent.  The  community  also 
argued  that  the  land  value  included  in  DoD's 
recommendation  was  overstated.  Finally,  the 
community  asserted  that  adequate  family 
housing  existed  at  Fort  Ord  for  all  of  the 
soldiers  assigned  to  the  installation. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  all 
installations  in  this  category  were  treated 
fairly.  It  also  found  that  moving  the 
TthMantry  Division  from  Fort  Ord  to  Fort 
Lewis  optimizes  the  use  of  Fort  Lewis.  The 
Commission  also  found  that  there  will  be  an 
excess  capacity  of  two  installations  in  the 
category  at  the  end  of  1995.  The  Commission 
finds  that  the  community  assertion  for 
deployability  has  some  merit;  however, 
stationing  the  division  at  Fort  Lewis  does 
enable  the  division  to  use  nearby  McChord  Air 
Force  Base  for  its  deployment.  Currently,  the 
7th  Infantry  Division  uses  a  civilian  airport  or 
travels  150  miles  to  Travis  Air  Force  Base. 
The  Commission  found  that  building  an 
airfield  at  Fort  Ord  (or  enhancing  the  existing 
airfield)  will  cost  approximately  $97  million; 
however,  environmental  concerns  may  prevent 
the  construction. 

The  Commission  agreed  that  the  land 
value  was  overstated,  but  the  issue  was  not  a 
factor  in  the  Army's  recommendation.  The 
Commission  found  that  family  housing  is 
liinited  and  expensive.  There  are  currently 
l,365families  inadequately  housed  at  Fort 
Ord.  The  Commission  also  found  that  training 
for  the  division,  while  readily  available,  is  split 
among  three  different  installations  “  Fort  Ord 
proper.  Fort  Hunter-Liggett,  and  Camp 
Roberts. 


RECOMMENDATION 

The  Commissionfinds  DoD’s  recommenda¬ 
tion  did  not  deviate  substantially  from  the 
force- structure  plan  and  the  selection  criteria. 
The  Commission,  therefore,  recommends  the 


closure  of  Fort  Ord,  California,  and  the 
movement  of  the  7th  Infantry  Division  from 
Fort  Ord  to  Fort  Lewis,  Washington.  This 
recommendation  does  not  impact  on  the  status 
of  Fort  Hunter-Liggett.  Fort  Hunter-Liggett 
therefore  remains  open  and  is  still  recognized 
as  a  valuable  assetto  the  Army  and  DoD. 


Fort  Polk,  Louisiana 

Category:  Fighting  (Maneuver) 
Mission:  Sthinfantry Division  (5  MX) 
Cost  to  Close:  Fort  PolkIFort  Chaffee 
$303  million 

Savings:  1992-97:  —$34J2  million; 

Annual:  $22.9million 
Paybaek:  5  years 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Realign  5th  Infantry  Division 
(Mechanized)  to  Fort  Hxx^  Texas,  from  Fort 
Polk,  Louisiana;  move  the  Joint  Readiness 
Training  Center  (JRTC)  from  Fort  Chaffee, 
Arkansas,  to  Fort  Polk;  realign  the  199th 
Separate  Motorized  Brigade  (SMB)  from  Fort 
Lewis,  Washington,  to  Fort  Polk. 

This  realignment  allows  the  Army  to 
statim the  JRTC  at  the  installation  best  suited 
to  its  requirements  (Fort  PoUc)  and  to  house 
two  divisions  at  its  finest  fighting  installation 
(Fort  Hx3C$  .  Realignment  cf  the  199th  SMB 
from  Fort  Lewis  to  Fort  Polk  to  serve  as  the 
opposing  force  for  units  training  at  the  JRTC 
enhances  the  JRTC  capabilities  and  opens 
space  at  Fort  Lewis  for  the  7th  Infantry 
Division  (Light). 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  argued  that  the  DoD 
recommendation  would  create  excess  capacity 
at  Etat  Balk.  It  also  stated  that  unemployment 
would  increase  six  to  eight  percentage  points 
as  a  result  of  the  combination  of  the  Fort  Boilk 
recommendation  and  the  Air  Force's  proposal 
to  close  England  Air  Force  Base. 
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COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  excess 
capacity  will  exist  at  Fort  Polk  after 
completion  of  the  recommended  realignment. 
However,  it  also  found  that  the  Army  will 
likely  use  this  excess  capacity  to  house  forces 
that  may  return  from  overseas  or  to  station 
other  Army  or  DoD  activities.  Additionally, 
the  Commission  finds  that  Fort  Polk  does  not 
have  enough  training  facilities  or  maneuver 
acreage  to  support  both  a  division  and  the 
JRTC  at  Fort  Polk.  The  Commission  estimates 
that  the  unemployment  impact  will  be  severe. 


RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  DoD's 
recommendation  did  not  deviate  substantially 
from  the  force- structure  plan  and  the  selection 
criteria.  The  Commission,  therefore, 
recommends  the  realignment  of  the 
5  th  Infantry  Division  (Mechanized)  from  Fort 
Polk  to  Fort  Hnodythe  JRTC  from  Fort  Chaffee 
to  Fort  BcQk,  and  the  199th  SMB  from  Fort 
Lewis  to  Fort  Polk. 

Letterkenny  Army  Depot, 
Pennsylvania 

Category:  Industrial  Depot 
Msskn:  Depot  Maintenance 
Costs  toRealign:  $36.4 million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $27.0  million; 

Annual:  $1  7.7 million 
Payback:  Immediate 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

Realign  the  Headquarters,  Depot  Systems 
Command,  including  the  Systems  Integration 
Management  Activity  (SIMA),  from 
Letterkenny  Army  Depot,  Pennsylvania,  to 
Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Illinois,  and  merge  it 
with  the  Armaments,  Munitions  and  Chemical 
Command  to  form  the  Industrial  Operations 
Command.  Realign  the  Materiel  Readiness 
Support  Activity  from  Lexington-Blue  Grass 
Arity  Depot,  Kentucky,  and  the  Logistics 


Control  Activity  from  the  Presidio  of  San 
Francisco,  California,  to  Redstone  Arsenal, 
Alabama.  The  latter  proposal  is  a  revision  to 
the  recommendations  of  the  1988  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  Commission,  which 
relocated  the  Materiel  Readiness  Support 
Activity  to  Letterkenny  Army  Depot. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  argued  that  the  Depot 
Systems  Command  need  not  be  relocated  in 
order  to  form  the  Industrial  Operations 
Command.  The  new  command  could  operate 
effectively  in  a  split  configuration. 
Additionally,  the  community  believed  that  the 
SIM2^  was  a  separate  entity  that  supported  a 
variety  of  customers.  Relocating  that  activity 
would  result  in  an  unwarranted  up-front  cost 
and  an  additional  operational  cost  to  support 
the  entire  customer  base.  The  community  was 
also  concerned  that  the  realignments  would 
degrade  the  mission  because  experienced 
personnel  would  not  move. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  the  depots 
were  treated  equally.  The  formation  of  the 
Industrial  Operations  Command  and  resultant 
reduction  of  the  number  of  subordinate 
commands  were  rational  approaches  to 
management  efficiencies. 

The  Commission  did  consider  alternative 
ways  to  form  the  Industrial  Operations 
Command  and  to  realign  each  of  the  activities 
designated  for  relocation.  The  Commission 
determined  that  the  formation  of  the 
Industrial  Operations  Command  in  a  single 
location  was  operationally  more  effective.  The 
realignments  cf  Depot  Systems  Command,  the 
Materiel  Readiness  Support  Activity,  and  the 
Logistics  Control  Agency  were  also  determined 
to  be  economical.  The  relocation  of  SIMA  was 
operationally  expedient  in  the  long  term  and 
beneficial  to  the  economy  at  the  receiving 
location  (Rock  Island  Arsenal),  which  is  losing 
a  large  number  of  employees  because  of  other 
base  realignment  and  closure  actions. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  Commission  finds  the  DoD 
recommendations  did  not  deviate  substantially 
from  the  force-structure  plan  and  final 
selection  criteria.  Therefore,  the  Commission 
recommends  that  DoD  realign  Depot  Systems 
Command  with  the  Systems  Integration 
Management  Activity  to  Rock  Island  and  form 
the  Industrial  Operations  Command. 
Additionally,  it  recommends  that  the  Materiel 
Readiness  Support  Activity  and  the  Logistics 
Control  Agency  be  realigned  at  Redstone 
Arsenal  as  proposed.  This  proposal  is  a 
revision  to  the  recommendations  of  the  1988 
Base  Closure  Commission,  which  directed  the 
Materiel  Readiness  Support  Activity  to 
relocate  from  Lexington-Blue  Grass  Army 
Depot  to  Letterkenny . 

Realign  Army 
Laboratories 
(Lab21  Study  ),Adelphi 
and  Aberdeen,  Maryland 

Category:  Industrial-Commodity  Oriented 
Installations 

Mission:  Research,  Development  and  Testing 
Cost  to  Realign:  $281 B  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  —p06.0  million; 

Annual:  $44.7  million 
Payback:  4years 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Establish  the  Combat  Materiel  Research 
Laboratory  (CMRL)  at  Adelphi,  Maryland. 
The  Army  Materiel  Technology  Laboratory 
(AMTL),  now  in  Watertown,  Massachusetts, 
should  not  be  split  among  Detroit  Arsenal, 
Michigan;  Pica  tinny  Arsenal,  New  Jersey;  and 
Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia.  Instead,  realign  the 
AMTL  to  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground  (APG), 
l^iyland.  Collocate  the  Structures  Elanent 
at  NASA-Langley  Research  Center,  Hampton, 
Virginia.  This  proposal  is  a  revision  to  the 


recommendations  cf  the  1988  Base  Realign¬ 
ment  and  Closure  Commission. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  argued  the  Base  Closure 
and  Realignment  Commission  should  wait  for 
the  recommendations  on  laboratory  realign¬ 
ments  from  the  Advisory  Commission  on 
Consolidation  and  Conversion  of  Defense 
Research  and  Development  Laboratories.  The 
latter  Commission  is  an  advisory  group 
established  by  law  to  provide  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  how  to 
effectively  reorganize  the  research  and 
development  structure.  The  community  also 
argued  portions  of  the  realignment  were  not 
cost-effective  and  would  adversely  impact 
readiness. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  the  industrial- 
commodity  oriented  installations  were  treated 
equally.  The  Commission  found  that  the  DoD 
studies  and  Defense  Management  Report 
Decision  regarding  laboratory  realignments 
were  credible  and  rational.  The  Army 
reviewed  ten  scenarios  for  the  realignment  of 
the  laboratories  and  this  proposal  was  cost- 
effective.  The  realignment  of  the  Army 
Materiel  Technology  Laboratory  functions  to  a 
single  site  was  determined  to  have  operational 
and  cost  advantages  over  the  triple-site  option 
recommended  by  the  1988  Base  Realignment 
and  Closure  Commission. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  Commission  finds  DoD’s  recommen¬ 
dations  did  not  deviate  substantially  from  the 
force- structure  plan  and  the  criteria.  The 
Commission  recommends  the  closure  cf  Harry 
Diamond  Laboratory  in  Woodbridge,  Virginia, 
and  realignment  of  the  laboratories  to 
establish  the  Combat  Materiel  Technology 
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Laboratory  at  Adelphi  and  APG.  The 
following  specificrealignments  are  included 

•  Move  the  Army  Research  Institute 
MANPRINT  function  from 
Alexandria,  Virginia,  to  APG. 

•  Move  the  6.1  and  6.2  materiels 
elements  from  the  Belvoir  Research 
and  Development  Center,  Virginia,  to 

APG. 

•  Move  the  AMTL  (less  Structures 
Element)  from  Watertown, 
Massachusetts,  to  APG  (change  to  the 
recommendations  of  the  1988  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  Commis¬ 
sion). 

•  Move  the  AMTL  Structures  Element  to 
the  Army  Aviation  Aerostructures 
Directorate  collocated  at  NASA- 
Langley  Research  Center  and  expand 
the  mission  at  that  site  to  form  an 
Army  Structures  Directorate  (change 
to  the  recommendations  of  the  1988 
Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
Commission). 

•  Move  the  Directed  Energy  and  Sensors 
Basic  and  Applied  Research  Element  of 
the  Center  for  Night  Vision  and 
Electro-Optics  from  Fort  Belvoir  to 
Adelphi. 

•  Move  the  Electronic  Technology  Device 
Laboratory  from  Pact  Monmouth,  New 
Jersey,  to  Adelphi. 

•  Move  the  Battlefield  Environment 
Effects  Element  of  the  Atmospheric 
Science  Laboratory  from  White  Sands 
Missile  Range,  New  Mexico,  to 
Adelphi. 

•  Collocate  the  Ground  Vehicle 
Propulsion  Basic  and  Applied  Research 
Activity  from  Warren,  Michigan,  with 
the  Army  Aviation  Propulsion 
Directorate  at  the  NASA-Lewis 
Research  Center  in  Cleveland,  Ohio. 


They  will  form  the  Army  Propulsion 
Directorate. 

•  Move  the  I&ay  Diamond  Laboratories 
Woodbridge Research  Facility  Element 
to  CMRL  in  Adelphi  and  close/dispose 
of  the  Woodbridge,  Virginia,  facility. 

•  Move  the  Fuze  Development  and 
Production  Mission  (armament- 
related)  from  Harry  Diamond 
Laboratories  in  Adelphi  to  Picatinny 
Arsenal. 

•  Move  the  Fuze  Development  and 
Production  Mission  (missile-related) 
from  Harry  Diamond  Laboratories  in 
Adelphi  to  Redstone  Arsenal, 
Alabama. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  must  defer 
implementation  until  January  1,  1992,  in 
order  to  consider  the  recommendations  and 
findings  of  the  Advisory  Commission  on 
Consolidation  and  Conversion  of  Defense 
Research  and  Development  Laboratories  and 
consult  with  the  appropriate  congressional 
committees  thereon. 

Rock  Island  Arsenal, 
Illinois 

Category:  Industrial-Commodity  Oriented 
Installations 
Mission:  Production 
Cost  to  Realign:  $65.2  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  —$18.2  million; 

Annual:  $38.8  million 
Payback:  lyear 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDA  TION 

Realign  the  Armament,  Munitions,  and 
Chemical  Commandfrom  Rock  Island  Arsenal, 
Illinois,  to  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama,  as  part 
of  the  Defense  Management  Review’s 
inventory  control  point  consolidations. 
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COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  argued  that  the  Army 
miscategorized  Rock  Island  Arsenal  as  a 
production  installation.  The  community  also 
noted  that  Rock  Island  Arsenal  had  excess 
administrative  space  and  consolidation  could 
occur  at  Rock  Island  instead  of  Redstone 
Arsenal.  The  community  also  noted  that  the 
workforce  at  Rock  Island  had  a  higher  skill- 
level  base  and  private-sector  pay  rates  were 
lower. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  the  industrial- 
commodity  oriented  installations  were  treated 
equally.  The  Commission  found  the 
consolidation  of  inventory  control  points  would 
yield  cost  efficiencies  that  support  the  DoD 
realignment  proposal. 

The  Commission  found  categorization  of 
Rock  Island  Arsenal  was  debatable  but  did  not 
affect  the  proposed  realignment.  Rock  Island 
Arsenal  does  have  excess  capacity,  but  it  is 
inefficient  to  consolidate  the  inventory  control 
point  at  Rock  Island.  Redstone  Arsenal  has  a 
slightly  higher  skill-level  base  and  lower 
government  pay  rate. 

The  Commission  did  consider  alternatives 
such  as  splitting  the  inventory  control  point  or 
separating  the  inventory  control  point  from  its 
parent  command.  However,  it  determined  the 
DoD  realignment  to  be  more  operationally 
sound  and  cost-effective. 


RECOMMENDATION 

The  Commission  finds  DoD’s 
recommendation  did  not  deviate  substantially 
from  the  force- structure  plan  and  the  final 
selection  criteria.  The  Commission 
recommends  that  the  Army  realign  the 
Armaments,  Munitions,  and  Chemical 
Command  as  proposed  and  form  a  single 
inventory  control  point  at  Redstone  Arsenal. 


Sacramento  Army  Depot, 
California 

Category:  Industrial  Depot 
Mission:  Logistics  Support 
Costto  Close:  $84.9  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $33.4  million; 

Annual:  $55.8  million 
Payback:  Immediate 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close  Sacramento  Army  Depot.  Transfer 
the  ground  communications  electronic  mainte¬ 
nance  workload  from  Sacramento  Army  Depot, 
California,  to  Tobyhanna  Army  Depot, 
Pennsylvania;  Anniston  Army  Depot, 
Alabama;  Red  River  Army  Depot,  Texas; 
Letterkenny  Army  Depot,  Pennsylvania;  and 
Corpus  Christi  Anny  Depot,  Texas.  Retain 
50  acresfor  Reserve  Component  use. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  agreed  with  the  closure  of 
Sacramento  Army  Depot  but  disagreed  with 
the  transfer  of  all  workload  outside  the 
Sacramento  area.  The  community  argued 
about  the  personnel  disruption  following 
closure  and  said  that  the  DoD  proposal  did  not 
contain  a  sufficient  degree  of  DoD-wide 
interservice  consolidation.  It  proposed  an 
alternative  plan  that  consolidated  all  ground 
communications  electronics  in  two  centers: 
Tobyhanna  Army  Depot  on  the  East  Coast  and 
Sacramento  Air  Logistics  Center  at  McClellan 
Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California,  on  the 
West  Coast. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  all  industrial 
depots  were  treated  equally.  There  was  excess 
maintenance  capacity  for  ground 
communications  electronics,  and  Sacramento 
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Army  Depot  ranked  the  lowest  of  the 
installations  with  eommunieations  eleetronies 
maintenanee  eapability. 

DoD  did  eonsider  the  alternative  proposal 
of  eonsolidation  of  the  ground  eommunieations 
eleetronies  at  Tobyhanna  Army  Depot  and 
McClellan  Air  Foree  Base.  The  Commission 
found  that  the  DoD  deeision  not  to  use 
McClellan  Air  Foree  Base  was  due  to  the  high 
man-hour  rates  that  resulted  in  higher  eosts 
for  depot-level  maintenanee  work. 

The  Commission  found  that  both  the  DoD 
proposal  and  the  eommunity  eounterproposal 
were  rational  approaehes  to  the  distribution  of 
the  ground  eommunieations  eleetronies 
maintenanee  workload  after  elosure  of  the 
Saeramento  Army  Depot.  The  Commission 
also  developed  modifieations  of  the  eommunity 
plan.  The  DoD  approaeh  provided  the  larger 
savings,  and  the  Connnission’smodifieation  of 
the  eommunity  proposal  required  fewer  people 
toreloeate. 


RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

The  Commission  finds  that  DoD  deviated 
substantially  from  eriterion  5.  Therefore  the 
Commission  reeommends  the  elosure  of 
Saeramento  Army  Depot  and  the  realignment 
of  its  workload  by  eompetition  to  ensure  the 
most  eost-effeetive  distribution  of  work.  The 
Seeretary  of  Defense  will  develop  statements  of 
work  and  a  plan  to  eonduet  a  publie-publie 
eompetition.  This  eompetition  will  determine 
how  best  to  distribute  the  workload  eurrently 
performed  at  Saeramento  Army  Depot,  among 
those  depots  in  the  DoD  plan  (Tobyhanna 
Army  Depot,  Anniston  Army  Depot,  Corpus 
Christ!  Army  Depot,  Red  River  Army  Depot, 
Letterkenny  Army  Depot)  and  the  Saeramento 
Air  Logisties  Center  at  MeClellan  Air  Foree 
Base.  The  implementation  plan  will  inelude 
the  logieal  groups  of  items  to  be  eompeted,  a 
time-phased  sehedule,  and  souree  seleetion 
criteria.  The  eompetition  will  begin  as  soon  as 
possible.  The  Communieations  Systems  Test 
Aetivity  from  Saeramento  Army  Depot  will  be 
realigned  to  Fort  Lewis,  Washington.  As  mueh 
as  50  aeres  of  Saeramento  Army  Depot  may  be 
retained  for  Reserve  Component  use.  The 


residual  supply  mission  at  Saeramento  Army 
Depot  will  be  transferred  to  the  Defense  Depot 
West  at  Sharpe  Depot  or  Traey  Depot. 

Tri-Service  Project 
Reliance  Study y  Various 
Locations 

Category:  Commodity-Oriented  Installation 
Mission:  Research,  Development  and  Testing 
Costs  toRealign:  $24.3  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $71.0  million; 

Annual:  $6.9  million 
Payback:  Less  than  1  year 


DEPARTMENT  OE  DEEENSE 
RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

Exeeute  the  Tri-Service  Projeet  Relianee 
medieal  researeh  study  by  redueing  the 
number  of  Army  medieal  researeh  labs  from 
nine  to  six. 

Disestablish  the  Letterman  Army  Institute 
of  Researeh  (lAIR)  Jh'esidio  of  San  Franeiseo, 
California  (ehange  to  the  1988  Base  Realign¬ 
ment  and  Closure  Commission  reeommen- 
dation);  disestablish  the  U.S.  Army  Institute  of 
Dental  Researeh,  Washington,  D.C.;  and 
disestablish  the  U.S.  Army  Biomedieal 
Researeh  Development  Laboratory,  Fort 
Detriek,  Maryland.  Consolidate  the  Army’s 
trauma-researeh  and  raedical-materiel- 
development  with  existing  Army  medieal 
researeh,  development,  test  and  evaluation 
faeilities.  The  proposal  also  reeommends  the 
eolloeation  of  seven  Tri-Serviee  medieal 
researeh  programs  at  existing  Army,  Navy, 
and  Air  Foree  medieal  laboratories  as  follows: 
the  Army  blood  researeh  with  the  Navy;  the 
Army  eombat  dentistry  with  the  Navy;  Army 
direeted  energy  (laser  and  mierowave) 
bioeffects  with  the  Air  Foree;  elements  of  the 
Army  and  Navy  biodynamies  with  the  Air 
Foree;  Navy  and  Army  toxieology 
(environmental  quality  and  oeeupational 
health)  with  the  Air  Force;  and  Navy 
infeetious  disease  researeh  and  Air  Foree 
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environmental  medicine  (heat  physiology) 
with  the  Army. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  various  communities  argued  that  the 
Commission  should  wait  to  recommend 
laboratory  realignments  until  the  Federal 
Advisory  Commission  on  the  Consolidation 
and  Conversion  of  Defense  Research  and 
Development  Laboratories  has  finished  its 
study.  The  latter  Commission  is  an  advisory 
group  established  by  law  to  recommend  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  how  to  reorganize  the 
research  and  development  structure. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  the 
disestablishment  of  LAIR  and  realignment  of 
its  residual  functions  offers  more  operational 
and  cost  advantages  than  the  option 
recommended  by  the  1988  Base  Realignment 
and  Closure  Commission. 

The  Commission  determined  that  its 
jurisdiction  did  include  authority  to 
recommend  realignment  and  closure  of 
laboratories  without  the  input  of  the  Federal 
Advisory  Commission. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  Commission  finds  DoD’s  recommen¬ 
dations  did  not  deviate  substantially  from  the 
force- structure  plan  and  the  final  selection 
criteria.  The  Commission  recommends  the 
disestablishment  of  the  LAIR  and 
realignment,  as  explained  under  “Department 
of  Defense  Recommendations,”  of  the 
associated  medical  functions  to  the  locations 
specified  below.  Specific  actions  and 
realignments  are  as  follows: 

Disestablish  LAIR  as  part  of  the  closure  cf 
the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco.  Cancel  the 
design  and  construction  of  the  replacement 
laboratory  at  Etrt  Detrick,  Maryland.  Realign 
LAIR’s  research  programs  in  the  following 
manner  (change  to  recommendations  of  the 


1988  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
Commission): 

•  Move  trauma  research  to  the  U.S. 
Army  Institute  cf  Surgical  Research, 
Fort  Sam  Houston,  Texas. 

•  Collocate  blood  research  with  the 
Naval  Medical  Research  Institute 
(NMRI),  Bethesda,  Maryland. 

•  Collocate  laser  bioeffects  research  with 
the  Armstrong  Laboratory,  Brooks  Air 
Force  B  ase,  Texas . 

Disestablish  the  U.S,  Army  Biomedical 
Research  Development  Laboratory  at  Fort 
Detrick  and  transfer  medical  materiel  research 
to  the  U.S.  Army  Medical  Materiel  and 
Development  Activity  at  Fort  Detrick. 
Collocate  environmental  and  occupational 
toxicology  research  with  the  Armstrong 
Laboratory  at  Wright-Patterson  Air  Force 
Base,  Ohio. 

Disestablish  the  U.S,  Army  Institute  of 
Dental  Research,  Washington,  D.C.,  and 
collocate  combat  dentistry  research  with  the 
Naval  Dental  Research  Institute  at  Great 
Lakes  Naval  Base,  Illinois. 

Move  microwave  bioeffects  research  from 
Walter  Reed  Army  Institute  of  Research 
(WRAIR),  Washington,  D.C.,  and  collocate  it 
with  the  Armstrong  Laboratory,  Brooks  Air 
Force  Base. 

Collocate  infectious  disease  research  at 
NMRI  with  WRAIR. 

Move  bicNdynamics  research  from  the  U.S. 
Army  Aeromedical  Research  Laboratory,  Fort 
Rucker,  Alabama,  and  collocate  it  with  the 
Armstrong  Laboratory  at  Wright-Patterson 
Air  Force  Base. 

Move  heat  physiology  research  from  the 
United  Air  Fores  School  of  Aerospace 

Medicine  (USAFSAM)  [now  called  Armstrong 
Laboratory  at  Brooks  Air  Force  Base]  and 
collocate  it  with  the  U.S,  Army  Research 
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Institute  of  Environmental  Medieine,  Natiek, 
Massaehusetts. 


DEPARTMENT  OF 
THE  NAVY 

Construction  Battalion 
Center Davisville,  Rhode 
Island 

Category:  Construction  Battalion  Center 
Mission:  Mobilization  and  Logistics  Support 
to  Reserve  Seabees 
Cost  to  Close:  $36.6  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  -$12.8  million; 

Annual:  $5.5  million 
Payback:  10  years 


DEPARTMENT  OE  DEEENSE 
RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

Close  Davisville  and  reloeate  three  sets  of 
equipment  and  tools  for  Reserve  Naval  Mobile 
Construetion  Battalions  (RNMCB)  and  other 
pre-positioned  war  reserve  material  stoek  to 
the  other  Construetion  Battalion  Centers  at 
Gulfport,  Mississippi,  and  Port  Hueneme, 
California. 

The  projeeted  reduetion  of  RNMCBs  and 
the  ability  of  the  other  eonstruetion  battalion 
eenters  to  provide  required  mobilization 
support  enable  reduetion  in  the  Naval 
Construetion  Foree  support  infrastrueture. 
The  personnel  support  faeilities  at  Davisville 
are  deteriorated  and  the  facility  will  no  longer 
be  designated  as  a  site  for  mobilizing  Reserve 
personnel. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  stated  that  Davisville  had 
historically  been  critical  for  support  of  the 
Seabees  and  that  the  support  is  still  needed, 
particularly  for  storage  space  and  equipment 
repair.  The  community  questioned  the  need  to 
build  new  warehouse  space  when  existing 


Davisville  buildings  could  continue  to  be  used. 
The  community  also  was  concerned  about  the 
loss  ofjobs  in  an  economically  depressed  area. 


COMMISSION  EINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  many  of  the 
facilities  at  Davisville  are  deteriorated  and 
unusable.  The  ability  of  the  other  two 
construction  battalion  centers  to  support  the 
major  Naval  Construction  Force  effort  during 
Desert  Shield/Stonn  demonstrated  the  ability 
of  these  bases  to  provide  required  support 
without  Davisville. 


RECOMMENDA  TION 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  DoD 
recommendation  on  Construction  Battalion 
Center  Davisville  did  not  deviate  substantially 
from  the  force- structure  plan  and  the  final 
selection  criteria.  Therefore,  the  Commission 
recommends  the  closure  of  Construction 
Battalion  Center  Davisville. 

Hunters  Point  Annex 
to  Naval  Station 
Treasure  Island, 

San  Francisco, 

California 

Category:  Naval  Station 
Mission:  Support  Tenant  Activities 
Cost  to  Close:  0 
Savings:  1992-97:  $325,000; 

Annual:  $319,000 
Payback:  Less  than  1  year 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDA  TION 

Gms  Hunters  Point  Annex.  Outlease  the 
entire  property,  with  provisions  for  continued 
occupancy  of  space  by  the  Supervisor  of  Ship 
building.  Conversion,  and  Repair;  Planning, 
Engineering,  Repair,  and  Alterations 
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Detachment;  and  a  contractor-operated  test 
facility.  This  is  a  change  to  the  1988  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  Commission 
recommendation . 

Hunters  Point  Annex  has  low  military 
value  because  of  sigriilicantencroachment  that 
will  result  from  congressionally  mandated 
outleasing  to  the  city  of  San  Francisco.  The 
infrastructure  at  the  base  is  deficient. 
Moreover,  this  closure  will  have  little  impact 
on  the  economy  or  environment  of  the  San 
Francisco  area.  Implementation  costs  will  be 
minimal. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  is  anxious  to  gain  use  cf 
the  land  that  Hunters  Point  occupies  and  thus 
did  not  argue  against  closure. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  few  tenants 
use  the  facilities  and  that  the  piers  are  not  in 
use.  Closure  removes  15, 900  feet  of  excess 
berthing  capacity.  The  outlease  obligation 
renders  the  large  Dty  Dock  4  unusable  for 
emergent  repairs. 


RECOMMENDATION 

The  Commission  finds  the  DoD  proposal 
did  not  deviate  substantially  from  the  force- 
structure  plan  and  the  final  selection  criteria. 
Therefore,  the  Commission  recommends 
closing  the  Hunters  Point  Annex  to  Naval 
Station  Treasure  Island.  Outlease  the  entire 
property,  with  provisions  for  continued 
occupancy  of  space  by  the  Supervisor  of 
Shipbuilding,  Conversion,  and  Repair; 
Planning,  Engineering,  Repair,  and 
Alterations  Detachment;  and  a  contractor- 
operated  test  facility.  This  is  a  change  to  the 
1988  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
Commission  recommendation . 


Marine  Corps  Air 
Station 

Tustin,  California 

Category:  Marine  Corps  Air  Station 
Mission:  Support  Marine  Corps  Aviation 
Cost  to  Close:  $590.4  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $56.8  million; 

Annual:  $0.4  million 
Payback:  100  years 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMEND  A  TIONS 

Close  Marine  Corps  Air  Station  (MCAS) 
Tustin,  retaining  family  housing  and  related 
personnel  facilities  to  support  MCAS  El  Toro, 
California.  Combine  (ferine  Aircraft  Group 
(MAG)  16  with  MAG  39  from  Camp  Pendleton 
and  transfer  the  combined  MAG,  along  with 
the  Tustin’s  headquarters  components  and 
related  units,  to  a  new  air  station  to  be  built  at 
the  Marine  Corps  Air  Ground  Combat  Center 
at  TwentyninePalms,  California. 

Before  relocation,  MAG  16  and  MAG  39  at 
MCAS  Camp  Pendleton,  California,  will  be 
combined.  Projected  requirements  necessitate 
restructuring  aviation  support  to  complement 
combined-arms  braining.  Only  MCAS  Yuma, 
Arizona,  which  has  a  unique  mission,  ranked 
lower  than  Tustin  in  military  value.  The  air 
station  and  its  air  space  are  being  encroached. 
The  aging  facilities  have  many  deficiencies. 
Moving  helicopter  support  to  Twentynine 
Pahns  integrates  it  more  closely  with  training 
for  Camp  Pendleton  ground  forces.  Helicopter 
facilities  at  Cairp  Pendleton  are  located  too  far 
from  training  areas  at  Twentynine  Palms  to 
permit  MAG-39  to  play  an  integral  role  in 
ground-force  training. 


Closure  and  Realignment  Recommendations  of  the  Commission 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  supports  closure  of  MCAS 
Tustin  so  the  property  can  be  commercially 
developed,  thereby  increasing  the  community 
tax  base.  The  community  also  supports 
eliminating  helicopter  noise  pollution.  There 
is  a  minor  economic  impact  of  0,1  percent  to 
O.Spercent. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  there  was  not 
a  significant  force-structure  reduction 
dictating  the  closure  of  an  MCAS;  however, 
MCAS  Tustin  has  only  a  slight  excess  capacity. 
There  is  significant  community  encroachment 
and  there  are  increasing  limitations  on  air 
space  used  by  low-flying  helicopters.  The  same 
factors  that  limit  the  base's  military  value 
provide  MCAS  Tustin  with  an  unusually  high 
redevelopment  value. 


RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  Secretary's 
recommendation  on  MCAS  Tustin  deviated 
substantially  from  criterion  2  (availability  and 
condition  of  land  and  facilities  at  receiving 
locations)  and  criterion  4  (cost  implications). 

Therefore,  the  Commission  recommends 
the  closure  of  MCAS  Tustin  and  the  retention 
of  the  family  housing  and  related  personnel 
support  facilities  in  support  of  MCAS  El  Toro. 
It  further  recommends  MAG  16  be  composited 
with  MAG  39  and  relocated  to  Marine  Air 
Ground  Combat  Center,  Twentynine  Palms  or 
Camp  Pendleton  or  both  and  with  MAG  39 
continued  tenancy  at  Marine  Corps  Air  Station 
Camp  Pendleton. 

Further,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
propose  for  consideration  in  the  Fiscal  Year 
1992  or  1993  Defense  Authorization  Bill  a  fair- 
market  exchange  of  land  and  facilities  for 
construction  of  military  facilities  at 
Twentynine  Palms  or  Camp  Pendleton.  If  a 
fair  exchange  is  not  authorized  in  Fiscal  Year 
1992  or  1993,  then  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
should  proceed  with  the  relocation  to 


Twentynine  Palms  or  Camp  Pendleton  or  both, 
utilizing  the  Defense  Base  Closure  Account. 

Naval  Air  Facility 
Midway  Island 

Category:  Naval  Air  Station/Other  -  Unique 
Mission:  Logistic  Support 
Cost  to  Close:  $7,2  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $33.8  million; 

Annual:  $6.9 million 
Payback:  Less  than  1  year 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

Realign  Naval  Air  Facility  Midway  Island. 
Eliminate  the  mission.  Retain  caretaker 
presence  to  support  intermittent  joint  special 
operations. 

Naval  Air  Facility  Midway  Island  was  a 
likely  candidate  for  realignment  because  the 
site-specific  mission  requirements  are 
reducing  and  the  degradations  to  joint 
operations  are  acceptable. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  Naval  Air  Facility  Midway  Island's 
civilian  population  comprises  230  contract 
personnel.  The  community  expressed  no 
concerns  with  regard  to  the  realignment. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS  AND. 
RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  Secretary's 
recommendation  did  not  deviate  from  the 
force- structure  plan  and  the  final  selection 
criteria.  Therefore,  the  Commission 
recommends  realigning  Naval  Air  Facility 
Midway  Island.  Eliminate  the  mission  and 
operate  under  a  caretaker  status. 
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Naval  Air  Station  Chase 
Field,  Beeville,  Texas 

Category:  Naval  Air  Station 
Mission:  Naval  Aviation  Training 
Cost  to  Close:  $47.7  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  -$7,5  million; 

Annwl:  $24. 7  million 
Payback:  Less  than  1  year 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close  Naval  Air  Station  Chase  Field, 
retain  the  capability  to  be  operated  as  an 
outlying  field  (OLF),  and  retain  the  air 
operations  personnel  necessary  to  operate  it. 
Disestablish  air  training  squadrons  and  all 
other  tenants.  Expand  air  training  squadrons 
at  Naval  Air  Station  Kingsville,  Texas,  and 
Naval  far  Stabim  Meridian,  Mississippi,  to 
handle  any  increased  student  output.  Improve 
Kingsville  runways  for  safety  and  efficiency 
with  additional  flight  operations. 

Projected  reductions  of  carrier  and  air  wing 
force  structure  reduce  the  annual  strike  pilot 
training  rate  (PTR)  requirement,  creating  an 
excess  of  approximately  one  base.  Chase  Field 
graded  lower  in  military  value  because  of 
infrastructure  deficiencies  identified  as  facility 
construction  required  for  the  introduction  of 
the  T-^5trainer.  Chase  Field  was  determined 
to  moEe  readily  furtimas  an  OIF  than  Naval 
Air  Station  Kingsville  and  Naval  Air  Station 
i^ferirfian  Finally,  realignment  of  Chase  Field 
is  more  easily  reversible  shouldforce  structure 
increase  to  the  point  where  base  reconstitution 
may  become  required. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  principally  argued  that 
the  Navy  plan  was  excessively  wasteful, 
inflicted  economic  and  environmental  damage, 
ignored  real  savings,  and  was  predicated  on 
false  information,  doubtful  data,  and 
improbable  projections.  The  community 
asserted  that  Naval  Air  Station  Chase  Field 
was  the  most  productive  strike  training  base, 
suggesting  that  Naval  Air  Station  Meridian 


was  the  most  logical  choice  for  closure  due  to 
its  lower  productivity  and  greater  savings 
achieved  by  consolidation  of  training  in  South 
Texas.  The  community  also  made  issue  of 
superior  air  space  and  zoning  ordinances  that 
insured  long-term  freedom  from  both  land  and 
air  space  encroachment. 


COmiSSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  DoD’s  closure 
recommendation  was  consistent  with  projected 
force-structure  reductions  with  the  exception 
that  the  requirement  for  an  outlying  field  is 
not  fully  supported  by  projected  PTR 
requirements.  The  surge  requirement  for  600 
pro  was  revised  to  450  by  the  Vice  Chief  of 
Naval  Operations. 

The  Commission  assessed  that  issues  of 
relative  productivity,  airfield  design,  air  space, 
encroachment,  and  weather  were  not 
significant  enough  to  be  a  basis  for  a  closure 
recommendation.  The  relevant  issues  were 
determined  to  be  relative  cost  and  military 
value. 

The  Commission  found  that  DoD 
underestimated  the  costs  to  relocate  the  T-45 
from  Naval  Air  Station  Kingsville  to  Naval 
Air  Station  Chase  Field. 

Naval  Air  Station  Kingsville  was 
considered  too  expensive  to  relocate.  Naval 
far  Station  Meridian  and  Naval  Air  Station 
Chase  Field  became  the  potential  candidates 
for  closure.  Geographical  diversity  and  cost 
were  predominant  factors  in  retaining  Naval 
Air  Station  Meridian. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  Commission  agrees  with  the  DoD 
recommendation  to  close  Naval  Air  Station 
Chase  Field.  However,  the  Commission  finds 
that,  in  recommending  the  retention  of  an 
OLF,  the  DoD  substantially  deviated  from  the 
force-structure  plan.  Projected  reductions  of 
carrier  and  air  wing  force  structure  reduce 
Navy-wide  pilot  training  rate  requirements  to 
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a  level  that  does  not  require  retention  of  the 
Chase  Field  as  an  OLF. 

The  Commission  also  found  that  the  DoD 
substantially  deviated  from  eriterion  6  in  that 
realignment  to  retain  an  OLF  imposes 
signifieantly  greater  adverse  eeonomie  impaet 
on  the  local  community  than  closure  of  the 
entire  air  station. 

The  Commission  therefore  recommends 
the  complete  closure  of  Naval  Air  Station 
Chase  Field,  including  the  OLF. 

Naval  Air  Station 
Moffett  Field,  California 

Category:  Naval  Air  Station/Maritime  Patrol 
Aircraft 

Mission:  Maritime  Patrol  Aircraft  Support 
Cost  to  Close:  $1 12  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $104,8  million; 

Annual:  $72,4  million 
Payback:  Less  than  1  year 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

Close  Moffett  Field,  decommission  three 
active-duty  maritime  patrol  squadrons,  and 
redistribute  the  remaining  squadrons  among 
Naval  Air  Stations  Jacksonville,  Florida; 
Barbers  Point,  Hawaii;  and  Brunswick,  Maine. 
Consolidate  the  P-3  Fleet  Replacement 
Squadron  operations  at  Naval  Air  Station 
Jacksonville,  Florida. 

Moffett  Field  ranked  low  among  all  naval 
air  stations  and  lowest  among  the  four  bases  in 
the  maritime  patrol  aircraft  subcategory.  The 
base  suffers  from  severe  ground  and  air  space 
encroachment.  There  is  no  potential  for 
increased  adrcraft  operations.  Moffett  Field  is 
located  in  a  high-cost  area.  Finally,  a  force- 
structure  reduction  of  25  percent  results  in  an 
excess  of  one  base  in  this  subcategory. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  argued  that  the  benefits 
afforded  by  Moffett  Field  are  essential  to  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Area  economy  and  to  the 
nation.  The  long-term  coexistence  between 
businesses  and  the  naval  air  station  is 
profitable  to  the  federal  government.  If  the 
naval  air  station  were  to  close,  the  base  should 
remain  federally  operated  and  maintained  so 
that  defense  contractors  can  continue  to  use 
the  air  facilities.  While  Moffett  Field  may  no 
longer  meet  national  military  needs,  it 
remains  a  crucial  part  of  the  high-technology 
and  aerospace  industries. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  DoD's  closure 
recommendations  were  consistent  with 
projected  force-structure  reductions.  They 
were  also  consistent  with  the  aircraft- 
relocation  plan  proposed  by  DoD  and  with 
recent  military  construction  that  supports 
them.  Under  that  plan,  the  maritime  patrol 
force  will  move  firm  its  traditional  50-50  split 
between  fleets  to  a  new  deployment  strategy 
with  40  percent  of  the  force  in  the  Pacific  Fleet 
and  60  percent  in  the  Atlantic  Fleet.  The 
Commission  found  that  ground  and  air  space 
encroachment  at  Naval  Air  Station  Moffett 
Field  and  quality  of  life  problems  for  Navy 
personnel  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  are 
significant. 


RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  Secretary’s 
recommendations  onNaval  Air  Station  Moffett 
Field  did  not  deviate  substantially  from  the 
force- structure  plan  and  the  final  selection 
criteria.  Therefore,  the  Commission  recom¬ 
mends  closing  Naval  Air  Station  Moffett  Field; 
transferring  assigned  P-3  aircraft  to  Naval  Air 
Stations  Jacksonville,  Brunswick,  and  Barbers 
Point;  and  consolidating  P-3  Fleet  Replace¬ 
ment  Squadron  operations  at  Naval  Air 
Station  Jacksonville.  Additionally,  the 
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Commission  suggests  that  the  base  remain  in 
federal  eustody  in  support  of  non-DoD  ageneies 
and  industry.  The  Seeretary  should  eonsult 
with  NASA  on  possible  use. 

Naval  Air  Station 
Whidbey  Island, 
Washington 

Category:  Carrier  Airwing  Support 
Mission:  A- 6 Attack  and  EA-6B Electronic 
Warfare  A  ir craft 
Cost  to  Close:  N/A 
Savings:  N/A 
Payback:  N/A 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEE ENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close  Whidbey  Island  and  the  supporting 
Naval  Hospital  Oak  Harbor.  Transfer  aviation 
aetivities  to  Naval  Air  Station  Lemoore, 
California.  Retain  the  ranges  in  Navy  custody. 

Foree-strueture  reduetions  in  aireraft 
earriers  and  earrier  airwings  and  the 
imminent  departure  of  the  A-6  Intruder 
medium-attaek  aireraft  from  the  Navy’s 
inventory  argued  for  the  elosure  of  Whidbey 
Island.  Lemoore,  where  the  Navy  wants  to 
eonsolidate  all  West  Coast  attack  squadrons^ 
has  available  eapaeity.  Whidbey’ s  single¬ 
runway  eonfiguration  limits  operational 
flexibility  and  future  growth.  Whidbey’ s 
outlying  field  is  eneroaehed. 

The  eeonomie  eonsequenees  will  be  the 
most  severe  of  any  proposed  elosure,  a 
58.3  pereent  loss  injobs. 

COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  eommunity  argued  that  the  eeonomie 
impaet  would  be  devastating  “  almost  84 
pereent  unemployment  after  elosure.  The 
eommunity  argued  that  the  base’s  mission  is 
not  diminishing  sinee  the  A-6E  is  being 
rewinged. 


Whidbey  aetually  has  two  runways, 
optimized  for  variable  winds,  and  the  base 
offers  flexible  training  with  its  outlying  field. 

Moreover,  the  EA-6B  will  be  unable  to 
perform  its  eleetronie  warfare  mission  at 
Lemoore,  whieh  laeks  the  ranges.  The  air 
spaee  at  Lemoore  is  too  limited  for  reeeipt  of  all 
Whidbey’ s  aireraft.  Further,  DoD  under¬ 
estimated  the  eonstruetion  eosts  a  move  to 
Lemoore  would  entail. 

Finally,  the  elosure  of  Whidbey  Island 
would  leave  a  demographie  void  with  regard  to 
the  Naval  Reserves. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  the  A-6  foree 
strueture  reduees  at  a  rate  no  greater  than  that 
assoeiated  with  projeeted  earrier-air-wing 
foree-strueture  reduetions.  While  the  A-6 
aircraft  is  reaehing  the  end  of  its  operating 
serviee  life,  major  aircraft  modifications  are 
being  incorporated  that  extend  its  wing  life 
until  2005,  when  a  replacement  aircraft  should 
become  available. 

Naval  Air  Station  Whidbey  Island  operates 
from  two  runways  with  only  one  being 
operational  at  a  time.  This  affects  operational 
flexibility  and  growth  in  that  it  limits  the 
ability  to  conduct  field  carrier  landing  practice. 
The  functional  wing  commander  conducts  this 
training  through  use  of  the  Outlying  Field 
Coupeville.  While  this  optimizes  training  and 
enhances  the  single  runway  operations,  noted 
in  tteDoD  recommendation,  it  exacerbates  the 
encroachment  at  the  outlying  field.  The 
encroachment  issue  at  Outlying  Field 
Coupeville  is  significant.  The  A-6  and  EA'6B 
aircraft  are  two  of  the  loudest  aircraft  in  the 
Navy  inventory.  The  local  community  has  not 
passed  any  zoning  ordinances  that  preclude 
development  near  the  airfield .  The  community 
has  organized  an  aggressive  campaign 
focusing  on  abating  the  noise.  The 
Commission  found  that  the  noise  and 
encroachment  issues  are  moderate  relative  to 
other  Navy  bases.  Expansion  of  the  base  is 
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possible.  With  the  exeeption  of  Naval  Air 
Station  Lemoore,  all  earrier  support  naval  air 
stations  rate  worse  than  Naval  Air  Station 
Whidbey  Island  with  respect  to  eneroachment 
on  air  installation  compatible  use  zone 
management.  This  issue  can  be  resolved 
without  closingthe  base. 

The  Spectrum  Aviation  Division  of  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  documented 
projected  impacts  to  operating  and  training  the 
EA-6B  aircraft  in  California.  The  interference 
to  national  air  space  system  will  degrade  air 
safety  and  efficiency. 

The  Commission  found  that  while  excess 
capacity  exists  at  training  ranges  in  California 
and  Nevada,  no  coordination  was  conducted 
with  DoD,  other  federal  agencies,  and  local 
governments  toward  facilitating  the  100 
percent  growth  in  tactical  aircraft  in  the 
Central  California  operating  areas.  The  need 
to  perform  this  coordination  was  recommended 
in  the  Navy  analysis.  An  Analysis  of  Naval 
Airspace  Utilizationand Requirements  (Project 
Blue  Air  Update),  of  November  2,  1987 .  The 
report  documented  the  traffic-flow  problems 
through  choke-point  corridors  between  the 
California  and  Nevada  operating  areas.  The 
congestion  imposes  severe  limits  on  the 
number  of  aircraft  that  can  be  handled  as  well 
as  significant  traffic-flow  management 
problems  for  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration. 

The  Commission  found  excess  capacity  at 
Naval  Air  Station  Lemoore,  the  relocating 
base  for  the  Whidbey  Island  aviation  tenants. 
However,  not  enough  capacity  exists  to 
preclude  DoD^s  estimate  of  more  than 
$300million  in  military  construction  to 
accommodate  the  aircraft  from  Whidbey 
Island.  Based  on  varying  accounts  of  the 
construction  requirements  by  Navy 
organizations,  the  Commission  found  the 
estimate  could  well  grow.  The  Commission 
found  the  return  on  investment  to  be  high. 


RECOMMENDA  TION 

The  Commission  finds  that  DoD  deviated 
substantially  fromthe  force-structure  plan  and 


from  criteria  land  3  by  not  accurately  focusing 
on  the  current  and  future  mission  require¬ 
ments  cf  the  carrier  medium-attack  mission;  it 
also  inaccurately  assessed  the  availability  of 
land,  facilities,  and  air  space  at  the  current 
location  and  the  full  impacts  on  facilities  and 
air  space  at  Naval  Air  Station  Lemoore. 
Therefore,  the  Commission  recommends  that 
Naval  Air  Station  Whidbey  Island  and  the 
supporting  Naval  Hospital  Oak  Harbor  remain 
open. 

Naval  Station 

Long  Beach,  California 

Category:  Naval  Station 
Mission:  Support  Homeported  Ships 
and  Shipyard 

Cost  to  Close:  $118.6  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $201.8 million; 

Annual:  $85.2  million 
Payback:  Less  than  I  year 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close  Naval  Station  Long  Beach  and  the 
supporting  Naval  Hospital  Long  Beach. 
Transfer  shipsupport  functions  and  a  parcel  of 
land  to  the  Long  Beach  Naval  Shipyard. 
Reassign  ships  to  other  Pacific  Fleet 
homeports. 

The  Navy  has  considerable  excess  pier 
capacity  on  the  West  Coast  and  will  be  able  to 
accommodate  its  1997  force  structure  at  the 
more  essential  ports  of  San  Diego  and  Everett. 
Long  Beach  rated  low  in  military  value 
because  its  facilities  are  deficient  and  require 
military  construction,  the  location  is 
expensive,  and,  unlike  San  Diego,  it  lacks 
capacity  to  homeport  all  Southern  California 
ships.  Finally,  the  closure  would  produce 
sigi^cant  savings. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  argued  that  the  Navy’s 
Base  Structure  Committee  overturned  an 
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earlier  recommendation  by  the  OpNav 
working  group  not  to  close  Long  Beach.  The 
community  claimed  the  Base  Structure 
Committee  was  intent  on  protecting  new 
strategic  homeports,  specifically  Naval  Station 
Everett,  Washington,  currently  under 
construction.  The  community  maintained  that 
a  draft  GAO  report  on  strategic  homeports, 
now  released,  advocated  deleting  Everett  and 
keeping  Long  Beach  cp>en.  The  community 
claimed  that  the  Navy  overstated  excess 
berthing  capacity. 

The  community  also  asserted  that  the 
station  supports  a  large  regional  reserve 
presence,  has  excellent  access  to  open  sea  and 
Southern  California  training  areas,  can 
homeport  a  nuclear-powered  carrier,  and 
provides  critical  support  for  the  shipyard. 

The  community  stated  that  the  economic 
impact  of  closure  would  be  high,  claiming  that 
Navy  ships  constitute  97  percent  of  local 
private  repair  work.  Einally,  the  community 
believed  the  Navy  underestimated  the  military 
construction  required  at  receiving  locations, 
thus  understating  the  actual  payback  period. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  the  OpNav 
group  recommendation  was  not  definitive,  the 
Navy  did  in  fact  evaluate  its  homeports,  and 
the  GAO  report  did  not  compare  the  homeports 
against  other  naval  stations  as  the  community 
alleged.  Halting  construction  at  Everett  would 
remove  too  little  of  the  Navy’s  excess  berthing 
capacity. 

The  declining  force  structure  enables  San 
Diego  and  Everett  to  provide  all  the  West 
Coast  naval  station  berthing  required  in  1997. 
The  declining  number  cf  Naval  Reserve  ships 
enables  the  Navy  to  relinquish  the  support 
provided  by  Long  Beach. 

The  Commission  found  that  closing  Long 
Beach  would  eliminate  more  than  two-thirds  of 
the  Navy’s  excess  berthing  capacity  on  the 
Coast.  However,  the  Navy  will  have  to 
continue  to  use  San  Diego  piers  classified  as 


inadequate  until  funds  become  available  to 
meet  its  stated  requirementto  replace  them. 

While  most  piers  are  classified  as 
substandard,  only  $17  million  would  be 
required  to  make  them  adequate.  Currently, 
Long  Beach  piers  do  not  serve  a  nuclear 
carrier.  Upgrading  one  of  its  pier’s  to 
homeport  a  nuclear  carrier  would  cost 
$75  million. 

The  Commission  found  that  the  potential 
savings  from  closure  are  high.  The  Navy 
should  expand  the  San  Diego  homeport  area  to 
include  private  repair  facilities  now  in  the 
Long  Beach  area  in  order  to  ameliorate  local 
job  loss,  which  is  projected  to  be  only 
two-tenths  of  one  percentage  point. 


RECOMMENDA  TION 

The  Commission  finds  the  DoD 
recommendation  did  not  deviate  substantially 
from  the  force-structure  plan  and  the  final 
selection  criteria.  Therefore,  the  Commission 
recommends  the  closure  of  Naval  Station  Long 
Beach  and  the  supportingNaval  Hospital  Long 
Beach.  Ship  support  functions  and  a  parcel  cf 
land  will  be  transferred  to  the  naval  shipyard. 
Ships  assigned  to  the  naval  station  will  be 
reassigned  to  other  Pacific  Fleet  homeports. 
Alternative  use  of  the  hospital  facilities  should 
be  explored  with  the  Department  of  Veterans 
Affairs,  Public  Health  Service,  state  and  local 
governments  and  the  community. 
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Naval  Station 

Philadelphia, 

Pennsylvania 

Category:  Naval  Station 
Mission:  Support  Shipyard  andAssigned 
Ships 

Cost  to  Close:  $53.5  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $55.9  million; 

Annual:  $40.4  million 
Payback:  Less  than  1  year 


DEPARTMENT  OE  DEEENSE 
RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

Close  Naval  Station  Philadelphia. 
Reassign  ships  to  other  Atlantie  Fleet 
homeports,  elose  the  naval  base,  and  move  the 
Naval  Damage  Control  Training  Center  to  the 
Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois. 
Transfer  remaining  tenants  to  other  bases  or 
retain  them  in  leased  spaee.  Retain  the 
regional  brig. 

Naval  Station  Philadelphia  was  graded 
low  in  military  value  beeause  of  signifieant 
faeility  defieieneies  that  would  require 
eonstruetion  to  eorreet,  its  high-eost  loeation, 
and  the  elimination  of  the  requirement  to 
support  the  naval  shipyard,  whieh  DoD  is  also 
reeommending  for  elosure. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  Philadelphia  eommunity  believes  the 
naval  shipyard  should  remain  open,  and 
therefore  the  naval  sbatim  must  also  remain 
open  to  support  it.  The  eommunity  further 
believes  that  the  Navy  failed  to  eonsider  eosts 
at  reeeiving  bases,  the  high  eost  of 
environmental  eleanup  after  elosure,  and  the 
ability  of  assigned  Naval  Reserve  ships  to  tap 
the  large  loeal  Reserve  pool. 


COMMISSION  EINDINGS 

The  naval  station  has  no  piers.  Assigned 
ships  are  berthed  at  the  shipyard,  whieh  the 
station  supports.  Closing  the  shipyard  will 


remove  the  station’s  primary  mission. 
Assigned  ships  must  steam  a  relatively  long 
distanee  to  reaeh  the  open  oeean,  whieh  ean 
lengthen  Reserve  drill  weekends  and  affeet 
retention.  Closure  will  aeeount  for  a  relatively 
small  fraetion  of  the  overall  loeal  job  loss 
resulting  from  elosing  the  entire  naval 
eomplex.  Closure  will  produee  signifieant 
savings. 


RECOMMENDA  TION 

The  Commission  finds  that  DoD's 
reeonnnendation  did  not  deviate  substantially 
from  the  foree-strueture  plan  and  the  final 
seleetion  eriteria.  Therefore,  the  Commission 
reeommends  the  elosure  of  Naval  Station 
Philadelphia. 

Ships  assigned  to  the  Naval  Station  will  be 
reassigned  to  other  Atlantie  Fleet  homeports. 
The  offiee  of  Commander,  Naval  Base 
Philadelphia  will  elose.  The  Naval  Damage 
Control  Training  Center,  a  major  tenant,  will 
move  to  the  Naval  Training  Center  at  Great 
Lakes,  Illinois.  Other  tenants  will  transfer  to 
other  bases  or  remain  in  leased  spaee.  The 
regional  brig  will  remain. 

Naval  Station  Puget 
Sound  (Sand  Point), 
Washington 

Category:  Naval  Station 

Mission:  Support  Staff  and  Tenant  Activities 

Cost  toClose:  $28.4  million 

Savings:  1992-97:  -$22.9  million; 

Annual:  $1.6  million 
Payback:  lOOyears 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDA  TION 

Gose  Naval  Station  Puget  Sound  (Sand 
Point).  Relocate  most  functions  and  activities 
to  Everett,  Washington.  Retain  the  regional 
brig  and  a  small  surrounding  parcel  of  land. 
Dispose  of  the  rest  of  the  property.  This 


5-25 


Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commission 


changes  the  1988  Base  Realignment  and 
Closure  Commission's  recommendation  to 
partially  close  this  base. 

Sand  Point  received  a  low  grade  for 
military  value  because  previous  functions  and 
missions  had  been  reduced,  culminating  in  the 
loss  of  almost  one-half  of  the  property. 
Commander,  Naval  Base  Seattle,  the  Navy's 
Pacific  Northwest  regional  coordinator,  will 
move  to  Submarine  Base  Bangor,  consistent 
with  his  concurrent  responsibilities  as 
Commander  Submarine  Group  Nine. 
Commanding  Officer,  Naval  Station  Puget 
Sound,  will  move  to  Naval  Station  Everett 
when  construction  there  is  completed.  Since 
most  existing  Sand  Point  billets  will  remain  in 
the  area  and  since  new  billets  will  be  added  at 
Everett,  economic  impacts  will  be  slight. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  did  not  argue  against  the 
closure  of  Sand  Point.  The  local  government 
plans  to  use  the  land  for  park  expansion  and 
has  proposed  additional  community  uses.  The 
main  community  concerns  were  expeditious 
cleanup  of  the  site  and  the  incompatibility  of 
the  remaining  Navy  brig  with  planned  park 
use. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

Naval  Station  Sand  Point  has  no  mission, 
its  facilities  are  poor,  and  it  cannot  contribute 
significantly  to  meeting  surge  requirements. 
The  maj  or  tenants  are  relocating .  The  current 
small  overhead  explains  the  long  payback 
period. 


RECOMMENDATION 

The  Commission  finds  that  DoD’s 
recommendation  did  not  deviate  substantially 
from  the  force-structure  plan  and  the  final 
selection  criteria.  Therefore,  the  Commission 
recommends  the  closure  of  Puget  Sound  Naval 
Station  (Sand  Point).  A  majority  of  the 
functions  will  be  relocated  to  Everett, 
f^^shington.  The  regional  brig  and  a  small 
surrounding  parcel  of  land  may  be  retained  by 


the  Secretary  after  study.  The  Navy  will 
dispose  of  the  remainder  of  the  property.  This 
is  a  change  to  the  1988  Base  Closure 
Commission  recommendation  to  partially  close 
the  installation. 

Naval  Training  Center 
Orlando,  Florida 

Category:  Training 

Mission:  Recruit  Training; Service  School 
Command;  N uclear  Power  Schools 
Cost  to  Close:  N/A 
Savings:  N/A 
Payback:  NIA 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

RECOMMENDATION 

Close  Naval  Training  Center  (NTC) 
Orlando  and  the  supporting  Naval  Hospital 
Orlando.  The  recruit  training  wiU  be  absorbed 
by  NTC  Great  Lakes,  Illinois,  and  NTC  San 
Diego,  California.  The  nuclear  training 
function  and  all  "A"  schools  will  be  relocated. 

Force-structure  reductions  decrease 
requirements  for  basic  recruit  and  follow-on 
training,  .flsaresult,  slightly  over  two  Recruit 
Training  Commands  (RTCs)  can  accommodate 
future  requirements,  leaving  an  excess 
capacity  cf  approximately  one  RTC.  Major 
savings  can  only  be  realized  by  closure  of  a 
complete  NTC . 

NTC  Orlando  was  graded  lowest  in 
military  value  for  the  following  key  reasons: 
First, theNavywantstoretaintheNTC  in  San 
Diego  because  of  its  collocation  with  major 
fleet  concentrations.  Second,  significant 
capital  is  invested  in  complex,  sophisticated, 
and  expensive  training  devices,  systems,  and 
buildings  at  NTC  Great  lakes.  Third,  NTC 
Great  Lakes  has  expansion  and  surge 
capability;  NTC  Orlando  does  net.  And 
finally,  Naval  Hospital  Orlando  was  identified 
for  closure  as  a  "follower"  because  of  its 
reduced  support  to  the  active-duty  population 
in  the  area. 
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COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  claimed  that  the  Navy 
improperly  rated  NTC  Orlando  lowest  in 
expansion  capability.  The  community  also 
argued  that  one  of  the  reasons  for  excluding 
NTC  Great  Lakes  from  consideration  for 
closure  was  the  estimated  cost  to  relocate  its 
extensive  training  devices  but  that  the 
training  devices  are  not  recruit  related. 

The  community  argued  that  the  major 
reason  for  not  proposing  the  closure  of  San 
Diego  was  its  collocation  with  the  fleet,  which 
is  not  recruit  related.  Also,  the  Navy  omitted 
the  infrastructure  costs  at  Great  Lakes  to 
accommodate  the  Orlando  move.  The 
community  also  noted  that  extensive 
pharmacy  costs  had  been  omitted  from  the 
hospital  COBRA  (Cost  of  Base  Realignment 
Actions)  computations.  And  finally,  the 
community  claimed  that  failure  to  consider 
Orlando’s  mobilization  capacity  adversely 
affected  its  overall  ranking. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  DoD  based  its 
closure  recommendation  of  NTC  Orlando  on 
the  basis  of  excess  capacity  in  the  recruit 
training  assets.  The  Commission  found  that 
although  NTC  Orlando  has  excess  capacity  in 
recruit  training,  this  excess  does  not  carry  over 
to  the  other  training  schools.  The  Commission 
also  found  that  DoD  based  its  closure 
recommendation  of  Orlando  on  an  overall  low 
military  rating  and  that  this  rating  was 
significantly  influenced  by  a  low  rating  for 
criterion  3.  Further,  the  Commission  found 
that  NTC  Orlando  had  more  surge  capacity 
than  NTC  San  Diego  which  received  a  high 
rating  for  criterion  3.  The  Commission  also 
found  that  Orlando  has  much  more  land  than 
NTC  San  Diego,  on  which  to  develop  additional 
facilities  in  the  event  of  mobilization 
requirements. 

The  Commission  found  that  the  Navy’s 
analysis  was  very  sensitive  to  one-time  costs 
due  to  the  sizable  military  construction 
(MILCON)  required  to  relocate  the  Orlando 
schools  to  NTC  Great  Lakes.  The  original 
COBRA  submitted  by  the  Navy  yielded  a 


12-year  payback  and  a  $57.1  million  annual 
savings.  An  updated  COBRA  submitted  by  the 
Navy  indicates  a  20-year  payback  and  a 
$35.5  million  annual  savings  after  six  years. 
The  Commission’s  COBRA  run  on  NTC 
Orlando  yielded  a  cost  to  close  of  $423.2  million 
and  a  payback  period  of  lOOyears. 


RECOMMENDA  TION 

The  Commission  finds  that  with  regard  to 
the  DoD  recommendation  to  close  NTC 
Orlando,  the  Secretary  deviated  substantially 
from  criteria  3  and  5  by  not  considering  the 
significant  surge  capacity  as  required  for 
mobilization  and  by  overestimating  return  on 
investment.  Therefore,  the  Commission 
recommends  that  the  Naval  Training  Center 
and  the  Naval  Hospital  Orlando  remain  open. 

Philadelphia  Naval 
Shipyard,  Pennsylvania 

Category:  Naval  Shipyard 
Mission:  Repair,  Maintenance,  and  Overhaul 
of  Navy  Ships 
Cost  to  Close:  $1 02  imllkxi 
Savings:  1992-97:  $38.1  million; 

Annual:  $36 million 
Payback:  2years 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

Close  Philadelphia  Naval  Shipyard  and 
preserve  for  emergent  requirements.  Retain 
the  propeller  facility  (shops  and  foundry). 
Naval  Inactive  Ships  Maintenance  Facility, 
andNaval  ShipSystemEngineering  Station  in 
active  status  on  shipyard  property. 

Changes  in  the  force  structure  will  reduce 
shiprepair  requirements  and  terminate  the 
carrier  service  life  extension  program 
(CV-SLEP).  Closure  of  a  naval  shipyard  is 
necessary  to  balance  the  Navy’s  industrial 
infrastructure  with  this  reduced  workload. 
Maintaining  the  shipyard  in  mothball  status 
will  allow  its  use  for  unplanned  requirements 
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or  its  reconstitution  if  future  needs  are  greater 
than  now  anticipated. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  stated  that  Philadelphia 
provides  the  skilled  workforce  and  facilities 
that  the  Navy  will  need  to  repair  its  large 
conventional  ships  in  the  future.  It  believes 
that  the  shipyard  is  particularly  well  suited  to 
repair  Aegis-equipped  ships  because  of 
specialized  public  and  private  industrial 
facilities  in  the  area.  The  community  also 
claimed  that  Philadelphia  is  the  most  cost- 
effective  and  efficient  public  shipyard,  with  the 
lowest  man-day  rate  and  highest  productive 
ratio.  This,  along  with  its  facilities  for 
repairing  large  ships,  justifies  keeping  the 
facility  open  during  the  1990s,  even  at  a 
reduced  workload  level,  until  the  conventional 
ship  workload  increases. 

The  community  pointed  to  the  recent 
congressional  decision  to  require  the  aircraft 
carrier  John  F,  Kennedy  to  undergo  a  CV- 
SLEP  in  Philadelphia,  as  a  reason  not  to 
consider  the  shipyard  for  closure  “  the 
planned  schedule  runs  too  close  to  the  end  of 
the  required  closure  milestone  date. 

The  impact  on  the  city  of  Philadelphia 
would  be  severe,  particularly  when  added  to 
proposed  closures  of  other  Philadelphia-area 
bases .  The  community  believes  that  this  is  too 
large  an  impact  for  any  single  region  to  bear. 
If  Philadelphia  Naval  Shipyard  is  closed  and 
mothballed,  the  community  stated  that  it 
would  vigorously  pursue  legislative  relief  to 
force  reversion  or  outleasing  of  shipyard 
property  to  the  city. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  the  overall 
public  shipyard  workload  is  falling 
significantly  because  of  force  reductions  and 
budget  limitations.  The  projected  workload  in 
nuclear  shipyards  during  the  1990s  was  found 
to  limit  the  potential  for  closing  any  nuclear 
shipyard  until  the  late  1990s. 


Thelargestportion  ofPhiladelphia’s  recent 
workload  has  been  CV-SLEP,  which  the  Navy 
desires  to  terminate.  However,  Congress  has 
passed  legislation  thatrequires  a  CV-  SLEP  at 
Philadelphia.  The  Commission  found  th  at  thi  s 
CV-SLEP  should  be  completed  in  mid- 1996, 
about  a  year  before  the  required  closure  date. 

Workload  is  available  that  could  be 
diverted  from  public  and  private  East  Coast 
shipyards  to  Philadelphia  to  bring  its  activity 
up  to  levels  that  justify  keeping  it  open. 
However,  this  would  limitthe  Navy’s  ability  to 
meet  its  target  of  putting  30  percent  of  its 
repair  work  in  private  yards.  It  may  increase 
costs  at  public  shipyards,  such  as  Norfolk, 
which  would  lose  workload.  The  Commission 
found  that  retaining  Philadelphia  active  at  a 
low  employment  level,  such  as  the 
1,200-person  option  considered  by  the  Navy, 
would  increase  the  cost  for  work  performed  at 
Philadelphia  over  the  cost  for  the  same  work 
performed  at  a  public  shipyard  with  a 
traditional  staffmg  level. 

The  Commission  found  that  the 
combination  of  carrier-capable  drydocks  at 
Norfolk  Naval  Shipyard,  Newport  News 
Shipbuilding,  and  the  mothballed  drydocks  at 
Philadelphia  provide  capacity  for  unplanned 
requirements. 


RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

“he  Commission  finds  that  the  Secretary’s 
recommendation  did  not  deviate  substantially 
from  the  force- structure  plan  and  the  final 
selection  criteria.  Therefore,  the  Commission 
recommends  the  closure  and  preservation  of 
Philadelphia  Naval  Shipyard  for  emergent 
requirements.  The  propeller  facility.  Naval 
Inactive  Ships  Maintenance  Eacility,  and 
Naval  Ship  System  Engineering  Station  will 
remain  in  active  status  on  shipyard  property. 
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Navy  Research, 
Development,  Test  and 
Evaluation,  Engineering, 
and  Elect  Support 
Activities 

Category:  Research, Development,  Testing, 
and  Evaluation 

Missijcn:  Research  and  Engineering  Eacilities 
Cost  to  Consolidate:  $51 3  million 
Savings:  1 992-97:  -$119  million; 

Annual:  $1  OYmillion 
Payback:  2- 10 years  (varies  by  warfare 
center) 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close  10  and  realign  16  Researeh, 
Development,  Test  and  Evaluation  (RDT&E)j 
Engineering  and  Eleet  Support  Eaeilities  as 
part  of  a  faeility  eonsolidation  plan.  Create 
four  eenters:  Naval  Air  Warfare  Center;  Naval 
Command,  Control  and  Oeean  Surveillanee 
Center,  Naval  Surfaee  Warfare  Center;  and 
Naval  Undersea  Warfare  Center. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  eommunities  argued  that  imple¬ 
menting  the  eonsolidation  plan  would  disrupt 
the  RDT&E,  engineering,  and  fleet-support 
funetions  these  aetivities  perform.  Mueh  of 
this  disruption,  they  elaimed,  would  result 
from  the  loss  of  key  seientists  and  engineers 
who  wouldbe  unwilling  to  reloeate. 

Communities  expressed  concern  that  the 
Navy  underestimated  the  eosts  of  the 
eonsolidation,  that  it  failed  to  evaluate  all 
alternatives,  and  that  the  new  warfare  eenters 
would  not  emphasize  researeh  and 
development  suffieiently.  The  eommunities 
requested  the  Commission  to  wait  for  the 
eompletion  of  the  DoD  Advisory  Commission 
on  Consolidation  and  Conversion  of  Defense 
Researeh  and  Development  Laboratories  study 
before  making  any  reeommendations. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  the  DoD  did 
not  adequately  examine  the  availability  of 
alternative  faeilities  for  the  loeation  of  the 
East  Coast  In-Serviee  Engineering 
Direetorate,  whieh  the  DoD  proposed  to  be 
loeated  in  Portsmouth,  Virginia.  Existing 
faeilities  may  be  available  in  Charleston, 
South  Carolina,  elsewhere  in  the  Norfolk 
metropolitan  area,  or  at  other  loeations. 
Additionally,  the  Committee  found  that 
development  in  the  Portsmouth  area  eould 
affect  the  Navy's  ability  to  eonduet  tests  on 
radars  and  eommunieations  equipment.  While 
the  Commission  found  inaeeuraeies  in  the  DoD 
eost  and  savings  estimates,  these  errors  were 
insignifieant. 


RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

The  Commission  finds  that,  with  one 
exeeption,  the  Seeretary's  proposal  for  elosure 
and  realignment  of  RDT&E,  Engineering,  and 
Eleet  Support  Aetivities  did  not  deviate 
substantially  from  the  force  structure  plan  and 
the  selection  criteria. 

In  its  recommended  establishment  of 
Naval  Command,  Control  and  Ocean 
Surveillance  Center's  East  Coast  In-Service 
Engineering  Directorate  in  Portsmouth,  the 
Commission  finds  that  the  Secretary  deviated 
substantially  from  criteria  2  and  4  by  not 
examining  fully  all  available  alternatives  for 
location  of  the  Directorate. 

The  Commission  recommends.,  the 
following  closures  and  realignments. 


Closures 

Integrated  Combat  SystemsTestPacility, 

San  Diego,  CA 

Naval  Electronic  Systems  Engineering 
Center,  San  Diego,  CA 

Naval  Electronic  Systems  Engineering  Center, 
VallejOj  CA 
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Naval  Mine  Warfare  Engineering  Activity, 
Yorktown,  VA 

Naval  Space  Systems  Activity, 

Los  Angeles,  CA 

Naval  Ocean  Systems  Center  Detachment, 
Kaneohe,  HI 

Naval  Weapons  Evaluation  Facility, 
Albuquerque,  NM 


Realignments 

David  Taylor  Research  Center  Detachment, 
Annapolis,  MD 

Naval  Air  Development  Center, 

Warminster,  PA 

Naval  Air  Engineering  Center,  Lakehurst,  NJ 

Naval  Air  Propulsion  Center,  Trenton,  NJ 

Naval  Avionics  Center,  Indianapolis,  IN 

Naval  Coastal  Systems  Center, 

Panama  City,  FL 

Naval  Ordnance  Station,  Indian  Head,  MD 

Naval  Ordnance  Station,  Louisville,  KY 

Naval  Surface  Weapons  Center  Detachment, 
White  Oak,  MD 

Naval  Underwater  Systems  Center 
Detachment,  New  London,  CT 

Naval  Undersea  Warfare  Engineering  Station, 
Keyport,  WA 

Naval  Weapons  Center,  China  Lake,  CA 

Naval  Weapons  Support  Center,  Crane,  IN 

Pacific  Missile  Test  Center,  Point  Mugu,  C A 


Trident  Command  and  Control  Systems 
Maintenance  Activity,  Newport,  RI 

Naval  Sea  Combat  Systems  Engineering 
Station,  Norfolk,  VA 

Fleet  Combat  Direction  Systems  Support 
Activity,  San  Diego,  CA 

Additionally,  the  Commission  recommends 
to  the  President  that  the  Secretary  defer 
implementation  of  this  consolidation  plan  imtil 
January  1, 1992,  in  order  to  give  the  Secretary 
time  to  consider  the  findings  and 
recommendations  of  the  DoD  Advisory 
Commission  on  Consolidation  and  Conversion 
of  Defense  Research  and  Development 
Laboratories  and  to  consult  with  the 
appropriate  committees  of  Congress. 

The  Commission  also  believes  there  is  a 
clear  role  for  the  Advisory  Commission  to 
advise  the  Secretary  of  how  best  to  implement 
this  consolidation  plan  so  as  to  minimize  the 
impact  of  the  turbulence  it  could  create, 
including  the  loss  of  key  personnel.  Clearly, 
the  challenge  of  undertaking  such  a 
comprehensive  reorganization  will  require  the 
careful  development  and  execution  of 
personnel  management  plans  to  minimize  the 
disruption  of  critical  research  and  development 
activities  in  the  Navy  laboratory  system. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF 
THE  AIR  FORCE 

Beale  Air  Force  Base, 
California 

Category:  Flying/Strategic 
Mission:  Strategic  Reconnaissance 

and  Air  Refueling,  U~2,  TR-l,andKC~135 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Realign  Undergraduate  Navigator 
Training  and  the  323rd  Flying  Training  Wing 
from  Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  to 
Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  instead  of 
realigning  to  Beale  Air  Force  Base  as 
recommended  by  the  1988  Commission  on  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  economic  impact  will  harm  an  already 
depressed  area. 

COMMISSION  FINDINGS  AND 
RECOMMENDATION 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  DoD 
reconunendation  on  realignment  of  Beale  Air 
Force  Base  did  not  deviate  substantially  from 
the  force-structtire  plan  and  the  final  selection 
criteria.  The  economic  impact  will  not  be 
severe.  Therefore,  the  Commission  recom¬ 
mends  as  part  of  the  closure  of  Mather  .^r 
Force  Base,  the  realignment  of  these  activities 
to  Randolph  Air  Force  Base. 


Bergstrom  Air  Force 
Base,  Texas 

Category:  FlyingITactical 
Mission:  Tactical  Reconnaissance,  RF -4 
Cost  to  Close:  $39.8  million 
Savir^s:  1992-97:  $128  million; 

Annual:  $36.3  million 
Payback:  2  years 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close  Bergstrom  and  retire  the  assi^ed 
RF-4  aircraft.  The  67th  Tactical 
Reconnaissance  Wing  will  be  inactivated. 
Mflintflin  the  existing  Air  Force  Reserve  units 
in  enclosed  area  if  the  base  is  converted  to  a 
civil  airport.  Relocate  the  12th  Air  Force 
Headquarters,  12th  Tactical  Intelligence 
Squadron,  and  602nd  Tactical  Air  Control 
Center  Squadron  to  Davis-Monthan  Air  Force 
Base,  Arizona.  The  41st  Electronic  Combat 
Squadron  will  remain  in  place  at  Davis- 
Monthan  Air  Force  Base  ratW  than  move  to 
Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base  as  recommended  by 
the  1988  Commission.  Finally,  move  the  712th 
Air  Support  Operations  Center  Squadron  to 
Fort  Hood,  Texas. 

Bergstrom  ranked  relatively  low  in  the 
flying/tactical  category  based  on  its  long-term 
military  value  compared  with  other  bases  in 
the  category.  The  base  suffers  from  ground 
and  regional  air  space  encroachment.  The 
regional  air  space  is  increasingly  stressed  by 
growth  in  air  traffic.  There  are  ii^ufficient 
suitable  air-to-ground  or  electronic  combat 
ranges  nearby  for  flight  training.  Finally,  the 
capacity  of  on-base  family  housing  is  below 
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average  compared  with  that  at  other  bases  in 
the  category. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  claimed  that  Bergstrom 
simply  needs  a  new  mission.  It  declared  that 
the  base  is  strategically  located  to  support  Fort 
Hood,  Texas,  with  close  air  support  operations 
and  airlift  for  operational  or  exercise 
deployments.  The  community  also  was 
concerned  that  the  closure  recommendation 
was  based  upon  the  impression  that  the  base 
would  definitely  be  converted  to  a  commercial 
airport.  The  community  minimized  the 
severity  of  ground  and  air  space  encroachment. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  DoD’s  closure 
recommendation  was  not  tied  to  the  conversion 
of  the  airfield  to  a  dvil  airport.  However,  there 
is  an  option  to  maintain  the  Air  Force  Reserve 
imit  if  the  airfield  is  converted  to  commercial 
use.  The  lack  of  adequate  ranges  and 
increasing  encroachment  limit  the  base’s 
overall  military  value.  Other  tactical  units 
such  as  the  149th  Tactical  Fighter  Group  at 
Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  can  adequately 
support  Fort  Hood.  Finally,  Fort  Hood  uses  its 
own  Grey  Army  Airfield  for  airlift  operations. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  DoD 
recommendation  on  Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base 
did  not  deviate  substantially  from  the  force- 
structure  plan  and  the  final  selection  criteria. 
Tho'efore,  the  Commission  recommends  that 
Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base  close  and  that  the 
assigned  RF-4  aircraft  retire.  The 
67th  Tactical  Reconnaissance  Wing  will  be 
inactivated.  The  Regional  Corrosion  Control 
Facility  will  remain  if  it  continues  to  be 
economical  for  the  Air  Force  to  operate  it  there. 
The  Air  Force  Reserve  units  shall  remain  in  a 
cantonment  area  if  the  base  is  converted  to  a 
civilian  airport.  If  no  decision  on  a  civilian 
airport  is  reached  by  June  1993,  the  Reserve 
units  will  be  redistributed.  If  the  Reserve 
units  stay  but  the  airport  is  not  an 


economically  viable  entity  by  the  end  of  1996, 
these  units  would  also  be  redistributed.  The 
12th  Air  Force  Headquarters  12th  TAC 
Intelligence  Squadron  and  the  602nd  Tactical 
Air  Control  Center  Squadron  will  relocate  to 
Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Arizona.  The 
712th  Air  Support  Operations  Center 
Squadron  will  relocate  to  Fort  Hood,  Texas. 
The  41st  Electronic  Combat  Squadron  will 
remain  in  place  at  Davis-Monthan  Air  Force 
Base. 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base, 
Texas 

Category:  Flying/Strategic 
Mission:  Strategic  Bombardment  and  Air 
Refueling,  B-52andKC-135 
Cost  to  Close:  $45.6  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $156  million; 

Annual:  $45.5  million 
Payback:  1  year 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close  Carswell  Air  Force  Base  and  transfer 
the  assigned  B-52H  aircraft  to  Barksdale  AFB, 
Louisiana.  The  assigned  KC-135  aircraft  will 
be  transferred  to  the  Air  Reserve  Component, 
and  the  7th  Bombardment  Wing  will  be 
inactivated.  The  436th  Strategic  Training 
Squadron  will  be  relocated  to  Dyess  AFB, 
Texas.  Maintain  the  existing  Air  Force 
Reserve  units  in  a  cantonment  area. 

Carswell  AFB  ranked  low  based  on  its 
long-term  military  value  compared  with  other 
bases  in  its  category.  The  base  is  poorly 
located  for  wartime  bomber  or  tanker 
employment.  The  base  has  the  worst  ground 
and  regional  air  space  encroachment  in  its 
category.  The  regional  air  space  will  continue 
to  be  stressed  by  aggressive  aviation  growth  in 
the  area. 
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COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  cominunity  claimed  that  many 
subelement  scores  were  incorrect  and  that  the 
“corrected”  scores  would  change  the  overall 
rating  for  the  base.  The  community  minimized 
the  impact  and  severity  of  air  space 
encroachment,  citing  excellent  procedxures  and 
equipment  used  to  control  aircraft  in  the 
Dallas/Fort  Worth  Airport  area.  Similarly,  it 
declared  that  the  existing  ground 
encroachment  in  both  the  clear  and  accident 
zones  will  decrease.  The  community  was  also 
concerned  about  the  disposition  of  the  base 
hospital.  The  hospital  serves  the  active-duty 
military  members  and  their  dependents  as  well 
as  many  retirees.  The  community  was  also 
concerned  about  the  economic  impact  on  a 
region  already  hard  hit  by  other  cuts  in  the 
defense  industry. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  foimd  very  few  errors  in 
the  subelement  scores,  and  the  full  Air  Force 
process  was  validated  by  the  GAO.  Carswell 
AFB  is  in  an  area  of  continued  aviation  growth 
and  strong  pressure  on  regional  air  space. 
Additionally,  there  is  commercial  and 
residential  encroachment  in  the  protected 
zones  off  either  end  of  the  runway.  The  poor 
location  for  wartime  employment  and  ground 
and  air  space  encroachment  limit  the  base’s 
future  military  value. 

Much  of  the  on-base  housing  is  unusable 
because  it  is  under  renovation  and  the 
contractor  has  defaulted.  The  Air  Force 
projects  this  housing  to  be  unusable  for  the 
extended  hiture. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  Secretary’s 
recommendation  on  Carswell  Air  Force  Base 
did  not  deviate  substantially  from  the  force- 
structure  plan  and  the  final  selection  criteria. 
Therefore,  the  Commission  recommends  the 
closure  of  Carswell  AFB  and  the  transfer  of  the 
assigned  B-52  aircraft  to  Barksdale  AFB, 
Louisiana.  The  assigned  KC-135  aircraft 
should  transfer  to  the  Air  Reserve  Component. 


The  436th  Strategic  Training  Squadron  will 
relocate  to  Dyess  AFB.  The  existing  Air  Force 
Reserve  units  will  remain  in  a  cantonment 
area. 

Castle  Air  Force  Base, 
California 

Category:  Flyingl Strategic 
Mission:  Strategic  Bombardment, 

Air  Refueling,  and  Combat  Crew  Training 
School;  B-52  and  KC-135 
Cost  to  Close:  $99^  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $63.0  million; 

Annual:  $52.7  million 
Payback:  2  years 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

Close  Castle  Air  Force  Base  and  transfer 
the  assigned  B-52G  conventional  aircraft  to 
K.I.  Sawyer  AFB,  Michigan.  Transfer  the 
assigned  KC-135  aircraft  to  other  Active  or 
Reserve  Component  units.  Transfer  the  B-52 
and  KC-135  Combat  Crew  'Training  mission  to 
Fairchild  AFB,  Washington.  The  93rd 
Bombardment  Wing  will  be  inactivated. 

Castle  AFB  ranked  relatively  low  based  on 
its  long-term  military  value  compared  with 
other  bases  in  the  category.  The  base  is  in  a 
relatively  poor  location  for  wartime  bomber 
employment.  Its  ranking  also  suffered  because 
of  its  relatively  poor  location  for  wartime  and 
peacetime  air-refiieling  operations.  'The'  base 
endures  local  ground  and  regional  air  space 
encroachment.  The  regional  air  space  is  being 
increasingly  stressed  by  growth  in  air  traffrc. 
Finally,  the  condition  of  the  facilities  at  Castle 
AFB  is  below  the  average  of  other  bases  in  the 
same  category. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  claimed  that  Castle  AFB 
was  incorrectly  categorized  as  a  flying/ 
strategic  base  when,  in  its  opinion,  the  primary 
mission  of  the  base  is  initial  training  of  B-52 
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and  KC- 135  aircrews.  It  declared  Castle  AFB 
has  unique  attributes  to  perform  this  training 
mission,  including  its  many  aircrew-training 
devices,  access  to  numerous  airfields,  and 
transient  student  quarters.  Finally,  it  believes 
that  moving  the  training  mission  would  be 
short-sighted  because  the  longevity  of  the  B-52 
is  in  question. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  foimd  that  the  base  was 
properly  categorized  along  with  other 
fl3dng/strategic  bases.  It  is  in  a  poor  location 
for  wartime  bomber  and  tanker  employment. 
Regional  air  space  and  local  ground  encroach¬ 
ment  also  degrade  its  overall  military  value. 
The  DoD  force-structure  plan  includes  the 
B-52  aircraft  \intil  past  the  turn  of  the  century. 


RECOMMENDATION 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  Secretary’s 
recommendation  on  Castle  Air  Force  Base  did 
not  deviate  substantially  from  the  force- 
structure  plan  and  the  final  selection  criteria. 
Therefore,  the  Commission  recommends 
closing  Castle  AFB  and  transferring  the 
assigned  B-52  aircraft  to  K.L  Sawyer  AFB. 
Transfer  the  assigned  KC-135  aircraft  to  other 
Active  or  Reserve  Component  imits.  Transfer 
the  B-52  and  KC-135  Combat  Crew  Training 
missions  to  Fairchild  AFB,  Washington. 

Baker  Air  Force  Base, 
Arkansas 

Category:  Flying/Strategic 
Mission:  Strategic  Bombardment  and  Air 
Refueling,  B-52  and  KC-135 
Cost  to  Close:  $18,5  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $221,0  million; 

Annual:  $52,9  million 
Payback:  Less  than  1  year 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close  Eaker  Air  Force  Base  and  transfer 
the  assigned  KC-135  aircraft  to  other  Active  or 


Reserve  Component  units.  Retire  the  assigned 
B-52G  Air  Launched  Cruise  Missile  aircraft. 
The  97th  Bombardment  Wing  will  be 
inactivated. 

Eaker  AFB  ranked  relatively  low  in  the 
flying/strategic  category  based  on  its  long-term 
military  value  compared  with  other  bases  in 
the  category.  The  base  is  in  a  relatively  poor 
location  to  support  wartime  bomber 
emplojrment.  Its  ranking  also  suffered  because 
of  the  limited  opporttmity  for  peacetime  use  of 
tanker  assets  and  access  to  bombing  ranges. 
The  base  experiences  some  current  restrictions 
on  access  to  bombing  ranges  and  expects  future 
restrictions  as  well.  Finally,  the  capacity  of 
the  facilities  is  below  the  average  of  other 
bases  in  the  same  category. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  claimed  that  Eaker  AFB  is 
close  to  many  air-refueling  tracks  and 
removing  assigned  KC-135s  will  exacerbate  a 
regional  peacetime  air-refueling  tanker 
shortfall.  It  also  stated  that  Eaker  AFB  has 
better  weather  than  many  northern  strategic 
bases.  The  community  was  especially 
concerned  with  the  economic  impact  of  the 
closure. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that,  although 
Eaker  AFB  is  close  to  many  designated  air 
refueling  tracks,  it  is  still  relatively  distant 
from  an  area  of  high  air-refueling 
requirements.  Eaker  AFB  is  in  a  relatively 
poor  location  for  wartime  bomber  and  tanker 
employment.  The  cost  to  close  Eaker  AFB  is 
low,  and  the  payback  is  achieved  in  less  than 
one  year.  The  economic  impact  on  the 
community  from  the  closing  of  Eaker  AFB  will 
be  among  the  most  significant  in  the  Air  Force. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  Secretary’s 
recommendations  on  Eaker  Air  Force  Base  did 
not  deviate  substantially  from  the  force- 
structure  plan  and  the  final  selection  criteria. 
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Therefore,  the  Commission  recommends  the 
closure  of  Eaker  AFB.  The  assigned 
B-52  aircraft  will  be  retired,  and  the  assigned 
KC-135  aircraft  will  be  transferred  to  other 
Active  or  Reserve  Component  units. 

England  Air  Force  Base, 
Louisiana 

Category:  Flying/Tactical 
Mission:  Tactical  Fighters,  A-10 
Cost  to  Close:  $40.3  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $176  million; 

Annual:  $47.2  million 
Payback:  1  year 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close  England  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  and 
retire  or  redistribute  all  aircraft  among 
remaining  Active  and  Reserve  Component 
units.  Inactivate  the  23rd  Tactical  Fighter 
Wing,  Realign  one  A/OA-10  squadron  to  Eglin 
AFB,  Florida,  and  one  to  McChord  AFB, 
Washington. 

England  AFB  ranked  relatively  low  in  the 
flying/tactical  category.  The  long-term 
military  value  of  England  AFB  is  limited  by 
available  airspace  for  training  and  by  weather, 
for  which  England  AFB  ranked  lowest  in  its 
category.  The  Air  Force  acknowledged  the 
advantage  of  England  AFB’s  proximity  to  Fort 
Polk,  but  stated  that  other  bases  could  support 
the  Army.  Also,  the  cost  to  close  is  low  while 
the  savings  are  high. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  argued  that  England 
AFB’s  mix  ofweather  was  good  for  training.  It 
stated  that  the  local  air  space,  low-altitude 
military  operating  areas,  and  availability  of 
higher  altitude  air  space  were  not  adequately 
considered.  It  questioned  whether  the  Air 
Force  could  meet  the  Army’s  needs  at  Fort  Polk 
if  England  AFB  was  closed.  The  commiinity 
also  stated  that  DoD  tmderstated  the  combined 


economic  impact  of  England  AFB’s  closure  and 
Fort  Polk’s  realignment. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  the  air  space 
and  weather  can  impact  the  military  value  of 
the  base.  With  its  surrounding  air  space 
England  AFB  can  meet  current  mission 
requirements  but  will  not  be  able  to  support 
future  missions.  Concerns  that  the  current 
mission  degraded  the  base  rankings  were 
unfoimded.  Air  Force  proposals  to  provide 
support  to  the  Army  were  reasonable  and 
formally  endorsed  by  the  Army.  Finally,  the 
combined  economic  impact  of  the  two 
adjustments  was  substantially  higher  than  for 
a  single  base. 


RECOMMENDA  TION 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  DoD 
recommendation  on  England  Air  Force  Base 
did  not  deviate  substantially  from  the  force- 
structure  plan  and  the  selection  criteria. 
Therefore,  the  Commission  recommends  the 
closure  of  England  AFB  and  the  redistribution 
of  one  squadron  to  Eglin  AFB,  one  squadron  to 
McChord  AFB,  and  the  retirement  of  other 
remaining  assigned  aircraft,  including  the 
23rd  Tactical  Fighter  Wii^. 

Goodfellow  Air  Force 
Base,  Texas 

Category:  Training 
Mission:  Technical  Training 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

As  part  of  the  closure  of  Chanute  Air  Force 
Base,  Illinois,  realign  the  fuels  training  to 
Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  and  realign 
the  technical  training  fire  course  to  Goodfellow 
Air  Force  Base  unless  a  satisfactory  and  cost- 
effective  contract  can  be  arranged.  The  1988 
Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
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recommended  that  both  of  these  coxirses  be 
realigned  to  Groodfellow  AFB. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS  AND 
RECOMMENDATION 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  DoD 
recommendation  on  realignment  of  Goodfellow 
Air  Force  Base  did  not  deviate  substantially 
from  the  force-structure  plan  and  the  final 
selection  criteria.  Therefore,  the  Commission 
recommends  the  realignment  of  the  fuels 
training  from  Goodfellow  AFB  to  Sheppard 
AFB  and  the  realignment  of  the  technical 
training  fire  course  to  Goodfellow  AFB  unless 
a  satisfactory  and  cost-effective  contract  can  be 
arranged. 

Grissom  Air  Force  Base, 
Indiana 

Category:  Flying! Strategic 
Mission:  Strategic  Air  Refueling,  KC-135 
Cost  to  Close:  $24.9  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $157  million; 

Annual:  $48.3  million 
Payback:  lyear 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close  Grissom  Air  Force  Base  and  transfer 
the  assigned  KC-135  aircraft  to  the  Air 
Reserve  Component.  The  EC-135  aircraft  will 
be  retired  and  the  305th  Air  Refueling  Wing 
will  be  inactivated.  Grissom  AFB  ranked 
below  average  in  the  flying/strategic  category 
based  on  its  long-term  overall  military  value 
compared  with  other  bases  in  the  category. 
The  base’s  location  provides  limited 
opportunity  for  peacetime  use  of  tankers  and 
access  to  bombing  ranges.  Finally,  Grissom 
AFB  costs  the  fourth  least  to  close  in  the 
category  and  the  savings  generated  after 
closure  are  substantial. 

COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  claimed  that  Grissom  AFB 
has  no  air  space  restrictions  and  that 


expansion  capability  is  unlimited  aroimd  the 
base.  The  conununity  also  highlighted  that, 
because  of  its  distance  to  the  coast,  the  base’s 
survivability  is  enhanced  due  to  its  mid- 
western  location.  Also,  the  existing  ramp  can 
accommodate  additional  aircraft  and  the 
quality  of  life  at  Grissom  AFB  is  better  than  at 
several  bases  not  recommended  for  closure. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  the  base  was 
properly  graded.  The  base  has  no  flying 
restrictions  and  can  expand.  However,  the 
distance  to  air-refiieling  receivers  and  primary 
ranges  diminishes  the  base’s  military  value. 
Grissom  AFB  is  the  fourth  lowest  cost  to  close 
in  the  category  and  offers  a  significant  annual 
savings.  Closing  the  base  will  have  a  negative 
economic  impact  on  the  local  community. 
Finally,  the  condition  of  facilities  at  Grissom 
AFB  graded  lower  than  the  category  average. 


RECOMMENDATION 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  Secretary’s 
recommendation  on  Grissom  Air  Force  Base 
did  not  deviate  substantially  firom  the  force- 
structure  plan  and  the  final  selection  criteria. 
Therefore,  the  Commission  recommends  the 
closure  of  Grissom  AFB,  the  retirement  of 
assigned  EC-135  aircraft,  the  inactivation  of 
the  305th  Air  Refiielii^  Wing,  and  the  transfer 
of  KC-135  aircraft  to  the  Air  Reserve 
Component. 
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Loring  Air  Force  Base, 
Maine 

Category:  Flying! Strategic 
Mission:  Conventional  Bombardment  and  Air 
Refuelings  B  -52  and  KC-135 
Cost  to  Close:  $46.6  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $182  million; 

Annual:  $61.8  million 
Payback:  1  year 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close  Loring  Air  Force  Base  and  transfer 
the  assigned  B-52  aircraft  to  K.I.  Sawyer  AFB 
and  disperse  KC-135  aircraft  to  Active  and 
Reserve  Component  units. 

Loring  AFB  ranked  relatively  low  in  the 
flying/strategic  category  based  on  its  long-term 
military  value  compared  with  other  bases  in 
the  category.  The  base’s  location  provides 
limited  opportunity  for  peacetime  use  of 
tankers  and  access  to  bombing  ranges.  The 
condition  of  base  facilities  is  below  the  average 
of  other  bases  in  the  category.  The  cost  to  close 
Loring  AFB  is  low  and  the  savings  are  among 
the  highest  of  the  bases  in  this  subcategory. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  claimed  that  Loring  AFB 
is  the  closest  base  to  conventional  and  strategic 
targets  east  of  the  United  States.  It  also 
pointed  out  that  Loring  AFB  has  two  fully 
operational  runways.  Fiirther,  it  stated  that 
the  base  is  near  air-refueling  routes,  base 
facilities  are  adequate  to  meet  current  mission 
requirements,  not  enough  credit  was  given  for 
improvements  to  facilities,  distance  to 
bombing  ranges  is  not  a  significant  factor,  and 
the  Air  Force  did  not  adeqiiately  consider  the 
economic  impact. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that,  although 
Loring  AFB  is  the  closest  base  to  potential 
targets  east  of  the  United  States,  the 


advantage  is  relative  when  the  total  mission  is 
considered.  Loring  AFB  is  rated  lower  in 
military  value  because  of  the  limited 
oppnrtiinity  for  peacetime  use  of  tankers  and 
access  to  bombing  ranges.  The  condition  of  the 
facilities  is  below  the  command’s  average  and 
the  cost  of  required  upgrades  to  meet  the 
current  and  futme  missions  is  high.  Loring 
AFB  has  only  one  fully  operational  runway 
and  one  prelaunch  survivability  runway.  The 
annual  savings  will  be  one  of  the  highest  of  the 
bases  closed  in  the  flying/strategic  category. 
The  economic  impact  on  the  Loring  AFB 
comm\mity  will  be  severe. 


RECOMMENDA  TION 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  Secretary’s 
recommendation  on  Loring  Air  Force  Base  did 
not  deviate  substantially  from  the  force - 
structure  plan  and  the  final  selection  criteria. 
Therefore,  the  Commission  recommends  the 
closure  of  Loring  AFB,  the  transfer  of  the 
assigned  B-52  aircraft  to  K.I.  Sawyer  AFB,  and 
the  dispersal  of  the  KC-135  aircraft  to  Active 
and  Air  Reserve  Component  tmits. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base, 
Colorado 

Category:  Training 
Mission:  Technical  Training  Center 
Cost  to  Close:  $222.5  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  -$44.5  million; 

Annual:  $42J2  million 
Payback:  5  years 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close  Lowry  Air  Force  Base  and 
redistribute  all  technical  training  to  the 
remaining  technical  training  centers.  The 
1001st  Space  Systems  Squadron  Defense 
Finance  and  Accounting  Service  and  Air  Force 
Reserve  Personnel  Center  remain  at  Lowry. 
The  Lowry  Technical  Training  Center  will  be 
inactivated. 
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Lowry’s  long-term  military  value  was  low 
compared  with  other  bases  in  its  category.  Its 
ranking  suffered  because  base  facilities  ranked 
below  the  category  average  and  the  lack  of  a 
runway  limits  its  ability  to  accept  additional 
missions.  Additionally,  it  is  the  second-least- 
expensive  base  to  close  in  this  category. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  argued  that  Lowry  was 
penalized  too  severely  for  the  lack  of  a  nmway 
and  that  the  DoD  criteria  placed  too  much 
emphasis  on  runway  operations.  The 
community  also  noted  that  the  base  has  a 
favorable  cost-per-student-trained  ratio  when 
compared  with  the  other  technical  training 
centers.  It  also  argued  that  the  closure  of 
Lowry  would  reduce  too  much  infrastructure  in 
light  of  the  Fiscal  Year  1988  decision  to  close 
Chanute  Air  Force  Base.  The  elimination  of 
two  large  training  centers  does  not  allow 
enough  infrastructure  to  handle  a  quick  surge 
in  training  that  might  be  required. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  fotmd  that  all  training 
bases  were  treated  fairly  and  Lowry  did  rank 
low  in  its  category.  The  lack  of  a  runway  was 
considered  correctly  since  it  does  limit  future 
mission  capabilities.  However,  the  lack  of  a 
runway  did  not  penalize  Lowry  when 
evaluated  for  supportii^  the  current  mission. 
Three  training  bases  lacking  active  runway 
operations  were  all  downgraded  eqiially  with 
regard  to  future  mission  capabilities.  Lowry’s 
base  facilities  rated  lower  than  the  category 
average.  The  Commission  found  that  the  cost 
of  training  per  student  is  a  function  of  the  type 
of  training  conducted  at  Lowry  and  not  a 
function  of  the  physical  properties  of  Lowry  Air 
Force  Base.  Concerning  the  remaining 
technical  training  capacity,  the  closure  of 
Chanute  and  Lowry  removes  33  percent  of  the 
training  infrastructxire.  The  Air  Force’s 
projected  accessions  are  50  percent  of  what 
they  were  in  the  19808  when  there  were  six 
training  centers.  Therefore,  the  one-third 
reduction  in  facilities  allows  for  surge 
capability  if  and  when  it  is  required.  The 
Department  of  Defense  should  look  closely  at 


using  the  excess  facilities  created  by  this 
closure  when  evaluating  the  Department’s 
overall  facility  requirements  such  as  the 
consolidation  of  the  Defense  Finance  and 
Accounting  Service. 


RECOMMENDATION 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  DoD 
recommendation  on  Lowry  Air  Force  Base  did 
not  deviate  substantially  from  the  force- 
structure  plan  and  the  final  selection  criteria. 
Therefore,  the  Commission  recommends  the 
closure  of  Lowry  Air  Force  Base  and  that  all 
technical  training  be  redistributed  to  the 
remaining  technical  training  centers  or 
relocated  to  other  locations.  The  1001st  Space 
Systems  Squadron,  Defense  Finance  and 
Accounting  Service,  and  the  Air  Force  Reserve 
Personnel  Center  remain  open,  in  cantonment 
areas  as  proposed  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base, 
Florida 

Category:  Flying/Tacticcd 

Mission:  Tactical  Fighter  Training  andJoint 

Headquarters,  F-16 
Cost  to  Realign:  $31.0  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $^  million; 

Annual:  $20.4  million 
Payback:  2  years 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Realign  and  partially  close  MacDill  Air 
Force  Base.  The  aircraft  realign  to  Luke  AFB, 
Arizona;  the  Joint  Conunxinications  Support 
Element  moves  to  Charleston  AFB,  South 
Carolina;  the  airfield  closes;  and  the  remainder 
of  MacDill  AFB  becomes  an  administrative 
base. 

The  long-term  military  value  of  MacDill 
AFB  is  limited  by  pressure  on  air  space, 
training  areas,  and  low-level  routes.  MacDill 
AFB  is  not  located  near  Army  units  that  would 
offer  joint-training  opportunities.  MacDill 
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AFB  also  has  ground  encroachment. 
Drawdown  in  the  force  structure  results  in  the 
need  for  one  less  F-16  training  wing.  DoD  did 
not  recommend  full  closure  because  of  the  high 
cost  to  relocate  two  large  joint  headquarters. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  argued  that  the  reduction 
in  the  base’s  hospital  staff  associated  with  the 
population  drawdown  will  reduce  support  to  a 
large  retired  population  and  increase 
CHAMPUS  costs.  While  it  acknowledged  air 
space  congestion,  the  commimity  argued  that 
air  space  problems  and  accident  potential  in 
the  Phoenix  area  are  significantly  worse.  Loss 
of  the  airfield  was  also  presented  as  degrading 
the  ability  of  the  joint  headquarters  to  fulfill 
their  missions.  In  particular,  the  community 
argued  that  a  classiAed  mission  at  MacDill 
AFB  required  a  dedicated  airfield.  The 
community  also  expressed  the  concern  that 
realignment  was  the  first  step  toward  closure. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  foimd  that  MacDill  AFB 
was  located  in  an  area  with  increasing 
pressure  on  air  space  and  therefore  restricted 
training  capabilities.  The  increased 
CHAMPUS  costs  associated  with  base  closures 
were  factored  into  the  Air  Force  analysis.  The 
CHAMPUS  program  was  developed  to  address 
medical  needs  of  all  nonactive  duty 
beneficiaries  since  DoD  policy  precludes 
manning  a  hospital  solely  to  meet  the  needs  of 
a  retired  population.  In  this  case  the  increased 
cost  was  due  to  the  large  number  of  retirees. 

The  Commission  examined  the  broad 
comparisons  between  Phoenix  and  Tampa 
raised  by  the  community.  Detailed  review 
revealed  that  resulting  force  structure  was 
below  historic  highs  and  that  air  traffic 
procedures  were  workable.  The  Commission 
also  noted  that  Luke  AFB  has  exceptional 
training  air  space  to  the  south,  which  is 
connected  to  Luke  AFB  by  established  routing. 

Arguments  that  the  missions  DoD  plans  to 
retain  (both  unclassified  and  classified)  at 
MacDill  AFB  require  a  military  airfield  were 


foxind  wanting.  The  Commission  also  noted 
the  high  cost  of  total  closure  and  the  low  cost 
and  reasonable  savings  of  realignment. 


RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  Secretary’s 
recommendations  on  MacDill  Air  Force  Base 
did  not  deviate  substantially  from  the  force- 
structure  plan  or  the  final  selection  criteria. 
Therefore,  the  Commission  recommends  the 
realignment  and  partial  closure  of  MacDill 
AFB;  the  realignment  of  the  aircraft  to  Luke 
AFB,  Arizona;  the  movement  of  the 
Communications  Support  Element  to 
Charleston  AFB,  South  Carolina;  and  the 
closure  of  the  airfield.  The  remainder  of 
MacDill  AFB  becomes  an  administrative  base. 

March  Air  Force  Base, 
California 

Category:  Flying! Strategic 
Mission:  Air  Refueling,  KC-10 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDA  TION 

Realign  45  Air  Force  Audit  Agency 
manpower  authorizations  from  Norton  Air 
Force  Base,  California,  to  the  National  Capital 
Region  instead  of  March  Air  Force  Base  as 
recommended  by  the  1988  Commission  on  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure.  The  remaining 
139  manpower  authorizations  will  be 
transferred  to  March  Air  Force  Base  as 
directed  by  the  1988  Commission. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS  AND 
RECOMMENDATION 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  DoD 
recommendation  on  realignment  of  these 
limited  manpower  authorizations  did  not 
deviate  substantially  from  the  force-structiire 
plan  and  the  final  selection  criteria. 
Therefore,  the  Commission  recommends  the 
realignment  of  the  45  Air  Force  Audit  Agency 
manpower  authorizations  from  Norton  AFB  to 
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the  National  Capital  Region  £nid  the  transfer 
of  139  meinpower  authorizations  from  Norton 
AFB  to  March  AFB. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base, 
California 

Category:  Flying  Training 

Mission:  Navigator  Training,  T-43  and  T-37 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Realign  the  940th  Air  Refueling  Group 
from  Mather  Air  Force  Base  to  McClellan  Air 
Force  Base.  Leave  the  323rd  Flying  Training 
Wing  Hospital  open  as  an  annex  to  McClellan 
Air  Force  Base  instead  of  leaving  the  940th  Air 
Refueling  Group  at  Mather  Air  Force  Base  and 
closing  the  323rd  Flying  Training  Wing 
Hospital,  as  recommended  by  the 
1988  Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and 
Closure. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS  AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  DoD 
recommendations  did  not  deviate  substantially 
from  the  force-structure  plan  and  final 
selection  criteria.  Therefore,  the  Commission 
recommends  the  realignment  of  the  940th  Air 
Refueling  Group  from  Mather  Air  Force  Base 
to  McClellan  Air  Force  Base  and  the  retention 
of  the  323rd  Flying  Training  Wing  Hospital  as 
an  annex  to  McClellan  Air  Force  Base. 


Moody  Air  Force  Base, 
Georgia 

Category:  Flying/Tactical 
Mission:  Tactical  Fighters,  F-16 
Cost  to  Close:  NIA 
Savings:  NIA 
Payback:  NIA 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close  Moody  Air  Force  Base  and 
redistribute  all  aircraft  to  modernize  other 
Active  and  Reserve  Component  units.  The 
347th  Tactical  Fighter  Wing  will  be 
inactivated. 

Moody  AFB’s  long-term  military  value 
compared  tmfavorably  with  other  bases  in  its 
category.  Its  ranking  suffered  because  of 
weather  and  its  location  in  a  region  where 
special-use  air  space  is  being  stressed 
increasingly  by  growth  in  air  traffic. 
Additionally,  it  is  the  least  costly  base  in  its 
category  to  close. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  argued  that  Moody  AFB 
was  incorrectly  downgraded  for  air  space  and 
that  the  weather  does  not  downgrade  the  base’s 
ability  to  meet  its  mission.  The  commimity 
also  noted  that  the  base  was  recently  identified 
as  the  best  in  the  Air  Force  and  has  growth 
potential  for  a  composite  wing,  potential  that 
was  not  considered  by  the  Air  Force.  It  also 
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argued  that  the  closure  of  Moody  AFB  was  an 
example  of  the  Air  Force’s  failure  to  consider 
support  to  the  Army. 

COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  Moody  AFB’s 
minor  training  limitations  are  successfully 
managed  and  the  wing  can  meet  its  training 
needs.  While  an  increase  in  commercial 
aviation  is  evident,  the  routing  aroimd  Moody 
AFB’s  air  space  and  repeated  examples  of  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  providing 
additional  air  space  to  Moody  AFB  argue 
against  training  capability  decreasing  in  the 
future.  Sorties  have  been  lost  to  weather,  but 
the  Air  Force  has  successfully  overcome  this 
problem  in  the  past  and  should  be  able  to  do  so 
in  the  future.  The  closure  of  Moody  AFB 
provides  only  small  savings,  and  that  justifies 
leaving  open  what  has  been  recognized  as  one 
of  the  best  bases  in  the  Air  Force  for 
installation  excellence. 


RECOMMENDATION 

The  Commission  finds  that  DdD 
substantially  deviated  from  selection  criteria 
1,  2,  and  3  in  recommending  the  closure  of 
Moody  Air  Force  Base.  Specifically,  DoD  did 
not  adequately  consider  the  military  value  of 
Moody  AFB  in  its  assessment  of  the  extent  of 
the  impact  of  weather  and  air  space  problems. 
Therefore,  the  Commission  recommends 
Moody  AFB  remain  open. 

Mountain  Home 
Air  Force  Base,  Idaho 

Category:  Flying/Tactical 
Mission:  Tactical  Fighter  and  Electronic 
Warfare,  F-111  andEF-111  . 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Realign  the  remaining  F-4G  aircraft  to  the 
Idaho  and  Nevada  Air  National  Guard; 
inactivate  the  35th  Tactical  Training  Wing; 


maintain  the  41st  Electronic  Combat 
Squadron  at  Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base, 
Arizona;  realign  the  EF-111  aircraft  assigned 
from  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  to 
Cannon  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico, 
Establish  a  composite  wing  at  Mountain  Home 
AFB. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS  AND 
RECOMMENDATION 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  DoD 
recommendation  did  not  deviate  substantially 
from  the  force-structure  plan  and  the  final 
selection  criteria.  Therefore,  the  Commission 
recommends  the  following:  Realign  the 
remaining  F-4G  aircraft  to  the  Idaho  and 
Nevada  Air  National  Guard;  inactivate  the 
35th  Tactical  Training  Wing;  maintain  the 
41st  Electronic  Combat  Squadron  at  Davis- 
Monthan  AFB,  Arizona;  realign  the  EF-111 
aircraft  assigned  from  Mountain  Home  AFB  to 
Cannon  AFB,  New  Mexico.  Establish  a 
composite  wing  at  Mountain  Home  AFB. 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force 
Base,  South  Carolina 

Category:  Flying/Tactical 
Mission:  Tactical  Fighters,  A-10 
Cost  to  Close:  $54.4  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  $76.0  million; 

Annual:  $30.2  million 
Payback:  2  years 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close  Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base  and 
redistribute  all  aircraft  to  modernize  other 
Active  and  Reserve  Component  units. 
Inactivate  the  354th  Tactical  Fighter  Wing. 
The  DoD  recommendation  also  states  that 
there  be  one  active  squadron  each  at  Shaw 
AFB  and  Pope  AFB. 

Myrtle  Beach  AFB’s  long-term  military 
value  was  low  compared  with  other  bases  in  its 
category.  Its  ranking  suffered  because  of 
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weather,  ground  encroachment,  and  its 
location  in  a  region  where  special  use  air  space 
is  being  stressed  increasingly  by  growth  in  air 
traffic.  Additionally,  the  cost  to  close  is  low 
while  the  savings  are  high. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  argued  that  Myrtle  Beach 
AFB  was  incorrectly  downgraded  for  ground 
encroachment  and  that  the  weather  does  not 
downgrade  the  base’s  ability  to  meet  its 
mission.  The  community  also  noted  that  the 
base  was  recently  identified  as  one  of  the  best 
in  the  Air  Force  and  has  the  potential  to  house 
a  composite  wing,  which  was  not  considered  by 
the  Air  Force.  It  also  argued  that  the  closure  of 
Myrtle  Beach  AFB  was  an  example  of  the  Air 
Force’s  failure  to  consider  providing  close-air 
support  to  the  Army. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  all 
fl3ring/tactical  bases  were  treated  fairly  and 
Myrtle  Beach  AFB  did  rank  low  in  its  category. 
It  does  have  training  limitations  and 
projections  indicate  increasing  pressure  on  air 
space.  Weather  and  air  space  do  degrade 
Myrtle  Beach  AFB’s  militaiy  value  and  justify 
its  low  ranking.  The  base  has  low  closure  cost 
and  favorable  savings. 

Regarding  support  to  the  Army,  the 
Commission  found  that  Shaw  AFB,  North 
Carolina,  provides  the  needed  support  to  Army 
units  in  the  area. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  DoD 
recommendation  on  M3rrtle  Beach  Air  Force 
Base  did  not  deviate  substantially  from  the 
force-structure  plan  and  the  final  selection 
criteria.  Therefore,  the  Commission 
recommends  the  closure  of  Myrtle  Beach  AFB 
and  the  redistribution  of  all  assigned  aircraft 
to  other  Active  and  Reseirve  Component  units, 
and  that  one  active  A/0  A- 10  squadron  be 
realigned  to  Shaw  AFB  and  Pope  AFB. 


Richards -Gehaur  Air 
Reserve  Station, 
Missouri 

Category:  Air  Reserve  Component  Base 
Mission:  Tactical  Fighters,  A-10 
Cost  to  Close:  $47.6  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  —$4  million; 

Annual:  $12.9  million 
Payback:  5  years 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close  Richards-Gebaur  Air  Reserve 
Station  and  transfer  the  442nd  Tactical 
Fighter  Wing  to  Whiteman  Air  Force  Base, 
Missouri.  The  36th  Aeromedical  Evacuation 
Squadron  and  the  77th  and  78th  Aerial  Port 
Squadrons  will  transfer  to  Peterson  AFB, 
Colorado. 

Since  the  joint-use  plan  with  the  Kansas 
City  Department  of  Aviation,  which  was 
envisioned  12  years  ago,  has  not  materialized, 
the  Air  Force  Reserve  has  borne  a  substantial 
portion  of  the  operating  costs  of  this  airfield. 
The  economically  viable  airport  that  the  Air 
Force  anticipated  and  the  expected  reduction 
in  costs  have  not  materialized.  Therefore, 
relocating  the  Reserve  activities  to  an  Active 
Air  Force  base  would  achieve  significant  cost 
savings.  Consideration  was  given  to  the 
recruiting  needs  of  these  units  to  ensure  that 
the  realignment  meets  military  requirements 
and  is  cost-effective.  The  long-term  effect  on 
training  is  minimal  since  Whiteman  AFB  has 
similar  access  to  training  ranges,  low-level 
routes,  and  Army  exercise  areas. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  communily  stated  that  the  units  would 
not  be  able  to  use  current  training  raises  and 
could  not  support  Fort  Riley  and  Fort  Sill.  It 
also  stated  that  the  move  would  adversely 
affect  recruitment,  retention,  and  training 
because  of  the  reduced  population  available  for 
recruitment.  In  addition,  it  stated  that  the  cost 
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to  move  was  understated  because  the  missile 
would  not  move  as  soon  as  anticipated. 

COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  foimd  that  the  Air  Force 
and  commxmity’s  cost  estimates  for  relocating 
to  Whiteman  AFB  were  incorrect.  There  will 
be  some  additional  rehabilitation  costs  for 
temporary  facilities,  but  the  relocation  costs 
would  not  be  as  much  as  envisioned  for  new 
construction.  The  Air  Force’s  payback  period 
would  be  seven  years,  not  five  years.  The 
recruitment  area  and  the  travel  distance 
required  is  within  the  Air  Force  guidance.  The 
move  will  enable  the  unit  to  use  additional 
training  ranges  and  support  Fort  Leonard 
Wood,  Missouri.  Fort  Riley,  Kansas,  and  Fort 
Sill,  Oklahoma,  will  get  their  support  from 
Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma. 


RECOMMENDA  TION 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  Secretary’s 
recommendation  did  not  deviate  substantially 
from  the  force-structure  plan  or  the  final 
selection  criteria.  Therefore,  the  Commission 
recommends  the  closure  of  Richards-Gebaur 
Air  Reserve  Station,  the  transfer  of  the 
442nd  Tactical  Fighter  Wing  to  Whiteman 
AFB,  and  the  transfer  of  the  36th  Aeromedical 
Evacuation  Squadron  and  the  77th  and  78th 
Aerial  Port  Squadrons  to  Peterson  AFB. 

Rickenbacker  Air  Guard 
Base,  Ohio 

Category:  Air  Reserve  Component  Base 
Mission:  Tactical  Fighters  and  Air  Refueling, 
A-7,andKC-135 
Cost  U>  Close:  $106.1  million 
Savings:  1992-97:  -$16  million; 

Annual:  $22.7 million 
Payback:  5 years 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close  Rickenbacker  Air  Gtiard  Base  and 
transfer  the  160th  Air  Refueling  Group  and 


the  907th  Tactical  Airlift  Group  to  Wright- 
Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio.  The  4950th 
Test  Wing  will  consolidate  with  the  Air  Force 
Flight  Test  Center  at  Edwards  Air  Force  Base, 
California. 

Since  the  Air  Reserve  Component  units 
located  at  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Base  are 
the  predominant  users  of  the  airfield,  the 
support  costs  for  these  activities  are  high  and 
the  relocation  of  the  units  could  bring  about 
significant  savings.  Transferring  the  units  to 
Wright-Patterson  AFB  keeps  the  Air  National 
Guard  units  in  Ohio  and  reduces  the  costs  to 
move  since  the  4950th  would  vacate  usable 
facilities.  Also,  moving  the  Guard  and  Reserve 
units  to  Dayton  would  increase  the  overall 
recruiting  area  population.  In  addition, 
collocation  with  Active  forces  will  improve 
operations. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  questioned  the  costing 
methodology  and  claimed  that  the  costs  to 
move  the  Air  Reserve  Component  units  were 
understated*  It  also  said  that  the  eight  criteria 
were  not  consistently  applied.  In  addition,  it 
claimed  that  moving  three  more  flying  units  to 
Da3rton  would  cause  air  space  congestion.  It 
also  claimed  that  because  Dayton’s  population 
is  one-half  the  size  of  the  population  of 
Columbus,  recruiting  will  be  hurt. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that,  the 
community’s  cost  estimate  was  for  building  all 
new  facilities  at  Wright-Patterson  AFB.  The 
community  did  not  recognize  that  the  Air 
Force  was  going  to  use  vacated  facilities. 
Small  additional  increases  in  air  traffle  will  be 
msmageable.  Using  the  Air  Force’s  recniiting 
guidelines,  locating  the  units  in  Da3rton  does 
not  degrade  the  recruiting  base.  The  Air  Force 
modified  its  selection  criteria  for  Air  Reserve 
Component  bases  first  by  determining  if  there 
was  a  significant  cost  savings  and  then  by 
applying  the  eight  criteria.  An  underlying 
concern  was  the  moving  of  Air  National  Guard 
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units  across  state  lines.  This  did  not  adversely 
affect  the  selection  process. 

RECOMMENDA  TIONS 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  Secretary’s 
recommendation  on  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard 
Base  did  not  deviate  substantially  from  the 
force-structme  plan  and  the  final  selection 
criteria.  Therefore,  the  Commission  recom¬ 
mends  the  closure  of  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard 
Base,  the  transfer  of  the  160th  Air  Refueling 
Group  and  the  907th  Tactical  Airlift  Group  to 
Wright-Patterson  AFB,  and  the  consolidation 
of  the  4950th  Test  Wing  from  Wright- 
Patterson  AFB  with  the  Air  Force  Flight  Test 
Center  at  Edwards  AFB. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base, 
Arizona 

Category:  FlyingIT raining 
Mission:  FlyinglTraining,T-37 andT-38 
Cost  to  Close:  $26,7  million 
Savings:  2992-97:  $222  million; 

Annual:  $54,1  million 
Payback:  lyear 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close  Williams  Air  Force  Base  and  retire 
or  redistribute  all  aircraft.  Inactivate  the 
82nd  Flying/Training  Wing.  Move  the  Aircrew 
Training  Research  Facility  to  Orlando, 
Florida. 

Williams  AFB  ranked  low  in  the  flying/ 
training  category  and  lowest  for  air  space 
encroachment  —  a  problem  that  is  expected  to 
worsen.  The  condition  of  its  facilities  also 
ranked  lowest.  Williams  AFB’s  closure  will 
have  the  least  severe  impact  on  its  local 
community  of  any  of  the  bases  in  its  category. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  argued  principally  that 
the  Air  Force  did  not  give  Williams  AFB 
enough  credit  for  its  excellent  weather  and 


incorrectly  rated  its  facilities.  The  community 
believed  that  DoD  placed  too  much  emphasis 
on  air  space  without  recognizing  adjustments 
made  in  the  region  to  alleviate  encroachment 
problems.  In  addition,  the  community  claimed 
the  closure  and  movement  of  the  Aircrew 
Training  Research  Facility  will  be  too  costly. 


COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  all 
flying/training  bases  were  treated  fairly  and 
Williams  AFB  ranked  lowest  in  its  category.  It 
has  the  most  severe  air  space  problems  —  a 
situation  that  is  projected  only  to  worsen. 
Projected  air  traffic  growth  of  65  percent  by 
2005,  civilian  traffic  cutting  into  instrument 
training,  and  the  potential  of  a  new  regional 
airport  are  a  few  of  the  problems. 

The  Air  Force  did  consider  a  recent 
agreement  with  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  to  improve  the  utility  of  one  of 
Williams  AFB’s  Military  Operating  Areas. 
However,  this  adjustment  fails  to  address  the 
more  pressing  problem  of  minimum  air  space. 
Williams  AFB  has  the  minimum  air  space  per 
sortie  considered  safe  and  the  least  of  any 
flying/training  base. 

Williams  AFB  did  rate  highest  in  the 
category  for  weather.  However,  even  with 
added  emphasis,  this  rating  could  not 
overcome  deficiencies  in  other  areas. 

Finally,  Orlando,  in  addition  to  being  the 
least  expensive  alternative  for  the  relocation  of 
the  lab,  also  provides  synergism  by  collocating 
Air  Force  and  Navy  elements  working  in  the 
same  area. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  Secretary’s 
recommendation  did  not  deviate  substantially 
from  the  force-structure  plan  and  the  final 
selection  criteria.  Therefore,  the  Commission 
recommends  the  closure  of  Williams  Air  Force 
Base,  the  transfer  of  the  Aircrew  Training 
Research  Facility  to  Orlando,  Florida,  and  the 
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deactivation  of  the  82nd  Flying/Training 
Wing, 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force 
Base,  Michigan 

Category:  Flying! Strategic 

Mission:  Strategic  Bombardment  and  Air 

Refuelings  jB-52  andKC~135 
Cost  to  Close:  $29,1  million 
Savings:  1992^97 :  $256  million; 

Annual:  $63,3  million 
Payback:  1  year 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close  Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base  and 
transfer  the  assigned  KC-135  aircraft  to  the 
Air  Reserve  Component.  The  B-52G  Air 
Launched  Cruise  Missile  aircraft  will  be 
retired,  and  the  379th  Bombardment  Wing  will 
be  inactivated. 

Wurtsmith  AFB  ranked  below  average  in 
the  flying/strategic  category  based  on  its  long¬ 
term  overall  military  value  compared  with 
other  bases  in  the  category.  The  low  ranking 
results  from  the  base’s  distance  to  primary  low- 
altitude  training  routes  and  peacetime  air¬ 
refueling  training  requirements.  Finally, 
Wurtsmith  AFB  costs  the  third  least  to  close  in 
the  category  and  the  savings  generated  after 
closure  are  high. 


COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

The  community  claimed  that  Wurtsmith 
AFB  has  no  air  space  restrictions  and  that  all 


operational  requirements  for  the  assigned 
aircraft  can  be  met  without  interference.  The 
community  also  stated  that  closing  Wurtsmith 
AFB  would  have  a  significant  negative 
economic  impact  on  northern  Michigan.  It 
directly  challenged  individual  ratings  of  the 
Air  Force  Base  Closure  Executive  Group,  In 
addition,  it  argued  for  keeping  Wurtsmith 
AFB  open  and  closing  K.I.  Sawyer  AFB, 
Michigan. 

COMMISSION  FINDINGS 

The  Commission  found  that  the  base  was 
properly  graded.  The  base  has  no  flying 
restrictions  and  can  perform  all  operations 
required  to  sustain  the  mission.  However,  the 
distance  to  scored  training  routes  is  significant 
and  lowers  the  efficiency  of  the  missions  at 
Wurtsmith  AFB.  Also,  tankers  must  travel  a 
significant  distance  to  air-refueling  receiver. 
Wurtsmith  AFB  costs  the  third  least  to  close  in 
the  category  and  offers  the  highest  annual 
savings  of  any  Air  Force  base  closure.  Closing 
the  base  will  have  a  severe  economic  impact  on 
the  local  community.  Finally,  K.I.  Sawyer 
AFB  graded  higher  overall  in  military  value 
than  Wurtsmith  AFB. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  DoD 
recommendation  on  Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base 
did  not  deviate  substantially  from  the  force- 
structure  plan  and  the  final  selection  criteria. 
Therefore,  the  Commission  recommends  the 
closure  of  Wurtsmith  AFB,  the  transfer  of 
KC-135  aircraft  to  the  Air  Reserve  Comppnent, 
and  the  retirement  of  the  assigned  B-52G 
aircraft  and  the  inactivation  of  the  379th 
Bombardment  Wing. 
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Chapter  6 

Communities 

and 

Base 

Reuse 


Communities  will  have  a  wide  range  of 
experiences  in  developing  reuse  proposals. 
Even  as  the  Commission  conducted  its  review, 
a  few  communities  were  already  developing 
plans  for  reusing  base  facilities.  While  short¬ 
term  economic  impacts  from  base  closures  are 
unavoidable,  communities  can  take  steps  to 
mitigate  these  impacts  and  use  the  former  base 
to  stimulate  new  economic  growth. 

Full  economic  recovery  from  base  closure  is 
dependent  upon  timely  disposition  of  the 
facilities  and  land  vacated  by  the  services.  The 
Secretary  of  Defense  should  do  ever3rthing  in 
his  power  to  ensure  a  timely  transfer  of  these 
valuable  assets  to  the  local  communities. 


MOBILIZING 
FOR  REUSE 

Reusing  former  military  base  property 
offers  communities  the  best  opportunities  to 
rebtiild  their  economies.  The  buildings  and 
facilities  can  fill  residential,  commercial,  and 
industrial  needs  and  thus  can  replace  jobs  and 
lost  income.  Airfields  are  especially 
marketable  because  of  the  national  shortage  of 
available  hangar  space.  Several  communities 
that  lost  bases  as  a  result  of  the  1988  Base 
Closure  Commission  have  taken  advantage  of 
this  opportunity  for  a  quick  economic 
turnaround. 

Attracting  permanent  tenants  for  the 
property,  once  disposal  occurs,  is  an  integral 
part  of  a  comm\inity*s  strategy  for  economic 
recovery. 

Successes  can  result  finm  two  things:  early 
creation  of  an  organization  to  plan  and 
implement  a  suitable  base  reuse  strategy,  and 
aggressive  marketing  of  base  assets  and 
available  facilities. 

DoD's  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment 
(OEA)  surveyed  reuse  of  closed  military 
installations  between  1961  and  1990  and 
concluded  that  158,000  new  jobs  had  been 
created  to  replace  93,000  jobs  lost  as  a  result  of 
base  closures. 
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Communities  can  take  six  steps  in 
preparing  a  strategy  for  reusing  a  closed 
installation: 

•  Form  a  reuse  committee 

•  Work  with  federal  and  state 
representatives 

•  Maintain  close  relations  with  DoD 

•  Be  active  in  the  planning  process 

•  Use  federal  and  state  programs 

•  Hire  experts  to  fill  any  gaps  in  their 
professional  staffs. 

Each  community  will  have  unique 
opportunities  and  constraints.  The  successful 
implementation  of  any  base^reuse  strategy 
hinges  upon  harnessing  the  energy  and 
creativity  present  in  a  community. 


ECONOMIC 

ADJUSTMENT 

ASSISTANCE 

DoD  created  the  Economic  Adjustment 
Program  for  this  purpose  in  May  1961.  Since 
1970,  DoD  has  rendered  adjustment  assistance 
through  the  President’s  Economic  Adjustment 
Committee  (EAC),  which  is  composed  of 
18  federal  departments  and  agencies  and 
chaired  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

EAC  works  with  representatives  of  local, 
state  and  federal  agencies  to  develop  strategies 
and  coordinate  action  plans  that  will  generate 
new  job  opportunities  and  to  alleviate  the 
social  and  economic  impacts  resulting  from 
DoD  program  changes.  To  assist  communities, 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  can  make  grants  to 
qualified  local  government  entities  for 
development  of  commimily-adjustment  plans. 

The  transition  period  (often  three  to 
five  years)  in  securing  new  civilian  uses  can  be 
difficult  for  many  communities.  But  the 


experience  of  communities  affected  by  earlier 
base  closures  clearly  indicates  communities 
can  adjust  successfully. 

More  recently,  OEA  has  been  working  with 
21  communities  that  are  near  bases 
recommended  for  closure  by  the  1988  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  Commission.  OEA 
has  provided  $1.6  million  in  grants  to  the 
affected  communities  to  help  develop  reuse 
plans  and  is  working  through  the  EAC  to  help 
these  communities  implement  their  reuse 
plans. 

Environmental 
Restoration  at  Closing 
Bases 

DoD  is  obligated  under  the  Defense 
Environmental  Restoration  Program  and  the 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 
Compensation  and  Liability  Act  to  restore 
contaminated  sites  on  military  bases. 

Within  the  capabilities  of  technology  and 
the  availability  of  funds,  DoD  is  committed  to 
restoring  closing  bases  to  safe  condition.  The 
Department  of  Defense  Base  Closure 
Account  1990  can  be  used  to  fund  this 
environmental  restoration. 

DoD  also  has  several  initiatives  imder  way 
to  expedite  the  environmental  restoration 
process  and  thereby  speed  local  economic 
recoveiy. 

•  DoD  has  convened  a  task  force  to  report 
on  ways  to  improve  interagency  coordi¬ 
nation  of  environmental-response 
actions;  streamline  and  consolidate 
practices  and  policies;  and  improve 
environmental  restoration  at  closing 
bases. 

•  DoD  has  established  a  model  program 
that  will  test  ways  of  expediting 
cleanup  and  accelerating  the 
contracting  process.  The  program  will 
also  probe  alternatives  that  will  help 
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avoid  disputes,  provide  concurrent 
regulatory  review,  and  offer  options  for 
local  reuse  while  cleanup  is  in 
progress. 

•  DoD  is  reemphasizing  ongoing  efforts, 
including  expanded  use  of  interagency 
agreements  that  detail  restorations  at 
National  Priority  List  sites  and 
memorandums  of  agreement  between 
DoD  and  states  for  resolving  technical 
disputes  at  National  Priority  List  sites. 

Homeowners  Assistance 
Program 

The  Homeowners  Assistauace  Program,  in 
operation  since  1966,  assists  DoD  military  and 
civilian  employees  who  are  forced  to  move  as  a 
result  of  a  base  closure. 

The  government  helps  eligible  employees 
who  cannot  sell  their  homes  within  a 
reasonable  amount  of  time  by  either  buying 
their  homes  for  75  percent  of  the  preclosure- 
announcement  value  or  reimbxirsii^  them  for 
most  of  the  lost  equity  should  the  homeowners 
sell  the  hoiise  for  less  than  the  value  before  the 
closure  was  announced.  The  program  also 
provides  relief  for  displaced  employees  facing 
foreclosure. 

The  program  is  initially  funded  with 
appropriated  funds;  however,  proceeds  from 


the  sale  or  rental  of  government-purchased 
houses  replenish  the  fund. 

Civilian  Employee 
Assistance 

The  DoD  Priority  Placement  Program  is 
another  program  that  was  originally 
established  to  help  DoD  civilian  employees 
adjust  to  the  base  closures  of  the  1960s. 

A  state-of-the-art  automated  referral  is 
cxirrently  in  operation.  In  the  years  since  its 
inception,  the  referral  system  has  helped  more 
than  98,000  employees  find  new  assignments. 
This  cost-effective  system  supports  the  Priority 
Placement  Program. 

The  Displaced  Employee  Program  provides 
for  priority  placement  referral  of  separated 
employees  to  other  federal  agencies.  In 
addition,  DoD  and  the  Office  of  Personnel 
Management  have  initiated  a  project  to  link 
data  systems.  Upon  completion,  the  linked 
systems  will  support  a  significantly  expanded 
Defense  Referral  System. 

The  communities  that  will  lose  bases  as  a 
result  of  the  1991  closure  and  realignment 
process  face  an  uncertain  future.  Local 
leaders,  with  the  assistance  of  federal  and  state 
agencies,  can  steer  a  path  from  economic 
dislocation  to  economic  growth. 
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PUBLIC  LAW  101-510— NOV.  5, 1990 

TITLE  XXIX— DEFENSE  BASE  CLOSURES  AND 
REALIGNMENTS 

Part  A— Defense  Base  Closure  and  Reaugnment  Commission 

SEC.  2901.  SHORT  TITLE  AND  PURPOSE 

(a)  Short  Title.— This  part  may  be  cited  as  the  “Defense  Base 

is  to  t^ovide  a  fair  pr^ess 
that  will  result  in  the  timely  closure  and  realignment  of  military 
installations  inside  the  United  States. 

SEC.  2902.  THE  COMMISSION 

(a)  EST4BUSHMENT.— There  is  established  an  indepen^nt  commis¬ 
sion  to  be  Imown  as  the  “Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment 

^S^UTiS. — The  Commission  shall  carry  out  the  duties  specified 

^^^cf  Appointment.— (1)(A)  The  Commission  shall  be  composed  of 
eight  members  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advise 

^^(B)^e  President  shall  transmit  to  the  Senate  the  nominations  for 

annointment  to  the  Commission —  r  r.f 

(i)  by  no  later  than  January  3, 1991,  m  the  c^e  of  mer^era  of 
the  Commission  whose  terms  will  expire  at  the  end  of  the  first 

session  of  the  102nd  Congress;  ^  i 

(ii)  by  no  later  than  January  25,  1993,  in  the  c^e  of  members 

of  the  Commission  whose  terms  will  expire  at  the  end  of  th 
first  session  of  the  103rd  Congress;  a-nd  « 

(iii)  by  no  later  than  January  3, 1995,  in  the  5=^/® 

of  the  Commission  whose  terms  will  expire  at  the  end  oi  t 
first  session  of  the  104th  Congress.  . 

(2)  In  selecting  individuals  for  nominations  fOT  appointments  to 
the  Commission,  the  President  should  consult  with--  . 

(A)  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  concerning 

*^*'®Utem^on^y*lSder  ^^fenate  concerning  the  appoint- 

"ralrnS^'ieader  of  the  Ho^  of  Repreeentatives 
concerning  the  appointment  of  one  member,  and 

(D)  the  minority  leader  of  the  Senate  concemmg  the  appoint¬ 
(3)  At  the  time  the  President  nommates  individuals  for  appoint¬ 
ment  to  the  Commission  for  each  s^sion  of  ^ngress  ^efejred  to  m 
paragraph  (1)(B),  the  President  shall  designate  one  such  mdividual 
who  shall  serve  as  Chairman  of  the  ^mmission. 

(d)  Terms.-^1)  Except  as  provided  in  par^aph  (2),  each  member 
of  the  Commission  shall  serve  until  the  adjoi^ment  of  Congress 
sine  die  for  the  session  during  which  the  member  was  appomted  to 

^^f2)^%^Chairman  of  the  Commission  shall  serve  until  the  con- 

firmation  of  a  successor.  i  ^ 

(e)  Meetings.— (1)  The  Commission  shall  meet  only  during  cah 

Gndar  vears  1991*  1993,  and  1995.  .  . 

(2XA^  Each  meeting  of  the  Commission, 
which  classified  information  is  to  be  discussed,  shall  be  open  to  the 

public. 
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(B)  AH  the  pr<^eedings,  information,  and  deliberations  of  the 
Commission  shall  be  open,  upon  request,  to  the  following: 

(i)  The  Chairman  and  the  ranking  minority  party  member  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Readiness,  Sustainability,  and  Support  of 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate,  or  such  other 
members  of  the  Subcommittee  designated  by  such  Chairman  or 
rankmg  minority  party  member. 

(ii)  "i^e  Chairman  and  the  ranking  minority  party  member  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  MOitary  Installations  and  Facilities  of  the 
Comnnttee  on  Armed  Services  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
or  such  other  members  of  the  Subcommittee  designated  by  such 
Chmrman  or  ranking  minority  party  member. 

Chairmen  and  ranking  minority  party  members  of 
the  Subcommittees  on  Military  Construction  of  the  Committees 
on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives,  or  such  other  members  of  the  Subcommittees  designated 
Chairmen  or  ranking  minority  party  members. 

(B  Vacancies.— A  vacancy  in  the  Commission  shall  be  fUled  in  the 
same  m^ner  ^  the  original  appointment,  but  the  individual  ap- 
poiiued  to  nil  the  vacancy  shall  serve  only  for  the  unexpired  portion 
for  which  the  individual’s  predecessor  was  appointed. 

Expenses.— (1)(A)  Each  member,  other  than 
the  Chairman,  shall  be  paid  at  a  rate  equal  to  the  daily  equivalent  of 
me  mmim^  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  payable  for  level  IV  of  the 
Executive  Schedule  under  section  5315  of  title  5,  United  States  Code, 
tor  each  day  (including  travel  time)  during  which  the  member  is 

engaged  in  the  actual  performance  of  duties  vested  in  the  Commis¬ 
sion. 


The  Chairman  shall  be  paid  for  each  day  referred  to  in 
s.  paragraph  (A)  at  a  rate  equal  to  the  daily  equivalent  of  the 
nunmium  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  payable  for  level  IH  of  the 
Schedule  under  section  5314  of  title  5,  United  States  Code. 
W)  Members  shall  receive  travel  expenses,  including  per  diem  in 

c  TT  V  j  accordance  with  sections  5702  and  5703  of  title 

o.  United  States  Code. 

(h)  Elector  OF  Staff.— (1)  The  Commission  shall,  without  regard 
to  sertion  5311(b)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  appoint  a  Director 
who  has  not  served  on  active  duty  in  the  Armed  Forces  or  as  a 
civilian  employee  of  the  Department  of  Defense  during  the  one-year 

appointment. 

1  1  f  shall  be  paid  at  the  rate  of  basic  pay  payable  for 

S’ 

^  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3),  the  Director,  with 
the  approval  of  the  Commission,  may  appoint  and  fix  the  pay  of 
aaoitional  personnel. 

(2)  The  Krectw  inay  make  such  appointments  without  regard  to 

States  Code,  governing  appoint- 
competitive  service,  and  any  personnel  so  appointed 
regard  to  the  provisions  of  chapter  51  and 

rwLPc  that  title  relating  to  classification 

and  General  Schedule  pay  rates,  except  that  an  individual  so  ap- 
pomt^  may  not  receive  pay  in  excess  of  the  annual  rate  of  basic 
payable  for  GS-18  of  the  General  Schedule. 

^  inore  than  one-third  of  the  personnel  employed  by  or 

of  Deflns^  Commission  may  be  on  detail  from  the  Department 
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(4)  Upon  request  of  the  Director,  the  head  of  any  Federal  depart- 
ment  or  agency  may  detail  any  of  the  personnel  of  that  department 
or  agency  to  the  Commission  to  assist  the  Commission  in  carrying 

out  its  duties  under  this  part.  j  i.  u  n  j 

(5)  The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  s^ll  provide 
assistance,  including  the  detailing  of  employees,  to  toe  Cominission 
in  accordance  with  an  agreement  entered  into  with  the  Commission. 

(1)  Other  Authority.— (1)  The  Commission  may  procure  by  con¬ 
tract,  to  the  extent  funds  are  available,  the  temporary  or  intermit¬ 
tent  services  of  experts  or  consultants  pursuant  to  section  diuy  ot 

title  5,  United  States  Code.  . 

(2)  The  Commission  may  lease  space  and  acquire  personal  prop¬ 
erty  to  the  extent  funds  are  available.  •  J  4.U 

(k)  Funding  —(1)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Commission  such  funds  as  are  necessary  to  carry  out  its  duties 
under  this  part.  Such  funds  shall  remam  available  until  expended 

(2)  If  no  funds  are  appropriated  to  the  Commission  by  the  end  oi 
the  second  session  of  the  101st  Congress,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
may  transfer,  for  fiscal  year  1991,  to  the  Commission  funds  from  the 
Department  of  Defense  Base  Closure  Account  established  by  section 
207  of  Public  Law  100-526.  Such  funds  shall  remain  available  until 

^RMiNATiON. — The  Commission  shall  terminate  on  December 
31, 1995. 

SEC.  2903.  PROCEDURE  FOR  MAKING  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  BASE 
CLOSURES  AND  REALIGNMENTS 

(a)  Force-Structure  Plan.— (1)  As  part  of  the  budget  justification 
documents  submitted  to  Congress  in  support  of  ^he  budget  tor  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1992,  1994,  and 
1996,  the  Secretary  shall  include  a  force-structure  plan  for  the 
Armed  Forces  based  on  an  assessment  by  the  Secretary  ot  the 
probable  threats  to  the  national  security  during  the  six-year  period 
beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  for  which  the  budget  request  is  made 
and  of  the  anticipated  levels  of  funding  that  will  be  available  for 
national  defense  purposes  during  such  period. 

(2)  Such  plan  shall  include,  without  any  reference  (directly  or 
indirectly)  to  milita^  installations  mside  the  United  States  that 
may  be  closed  or  realigned  under  such  plan— 

(A)  a  description  of  toe  assessment  referred  to  m  paragraph 

(1). 

(B)  a  description  (i)  of  the  anticipated  force  structure  during 
and  at  the  end  of  each  such  period  for  each  military  department 
(with  specifications  of  the  number  and  type  of  units  in  the 
active  and  reserve  forces  of  each  such  department),  and  (ii)  oi 
the  units  that  will  need  to  be  forward  based  (with  a  justification 
thereof)  during  and  at  the  end  of  each  such  period;  and 

(C)  a  description  of  the  anticipated  implementation  of  such 

force-structure  plan.  _  ^  v  i. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  also  transmit  a  copy  of  each  such  torce- 

structure  plan  to  the  Commission.  ,  „  ,  i  j.  +v,ot, 

(b)  Seleoton  Criteria.— (1)  The  Secretary  shall,  by  no  later  than 
December  31, 1990,  publish  in  the  Federal  Register  and  transmit  to 
the  congressional  defense  committees  the  criteria  proposed  to  be 
used  by  the  Department  of  Defense  in  making  recommendations  tor 
the  closure  or  realignment  of  military  installations  inside  the 
United  States  under  this  part.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  an 
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opportunity  for  public  comment  on  the  proposed  criteria  for  a  period 
of  at  least  30  days  and  shall  include  notice  of  that  opportunity  in  the 
publication  required  under  the  preceding  sentence. 

(2)(A)  The  &cretary  shall,  by  no  later  than  February  15,  1991,  Federal 
publish  in  the  Federal  Register  and  transmit  to  the  congressional  Register, 
defense  committees  the  final  criteria  to  be  used  in  making  rec-  >cation. 
ommendations  for  the  closure  or  realignment  of  military  installa¬ 
tions  inside  the  United  States  under  this  part.  Except  as  provided  in 
subpara^aph  (B),  such  criteria  shall  be  the  final  criteria  to  be  used, 
along  vdth  the  force-structure  plan  referred  to  in  subsection  (a),  in 
making  such  recommendations  unless  disapproved  by  a  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  of  Congress  enacted  on  or  before  March  15, 1991. 

(B)  The  Secretary  may  amend  such  criteria,  but  such  amendments 
may  not  become  effective  until  they  have  been  published  in  the 
Federal  Register,  opened  to  public  comment  for  at  least  30  days,  and 
then  transmitted  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  in  final 
form  by  no  later  than  February  15  of  the  year  concerned.  Such 
amended  criteria  shall  be  the  final  criteria  to  be  used,  along  with 
the  force-structure  plan  referred  to  in  subsection  (a),  in  making  such 
recommendations  unless  disapproved  by  a  joint  resolution  of  Con¬ 
gress  enacted  on  or  before  March  15  of  the  year  concerned. 

(c)  DOD  Recommendations. — (1)  The  Secretary  may,  by  no  later  Federal 
than  April  15, 1991,  April  15, 1993,  and  April  15, 1995,  publish  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  transmit  to  the  congressional  defense  commit-  ^ 
tees  and  to  the  Commission  a  list  of  the  military  instadlations  inside 

the  United  States  that  the  Secretary  recommends  for  closure  or 
re^ignment  on  the  basis  of  the  force-structure  pleui  and  the  final 
criteria  referred  to  in  subsection  (b)(2)  that  are  applicable  to  the 
year  concerned. 

(2)  The  Secretary  shall  include,  with  the  list  of  recommendations 
published  and  transmitted  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1),  a  summary  of 
the  selection  process  that  resulted  in  the  recommendation  for  each 
installation,  including  a  justification  for  each  recommendation. 

(3)  In  considering  military  installations  for  closure  or  realign¬ 
ment,  the  Secretary  shall  consider  all  military  installations  inside 
the  United  States  equally  vdthout  regard  to  whether  the  installation 
has  been  previously  considered  or  proposed  for  closure  or  realign¬ 
ment  by  the  Department. 

(4)  The  Secretary  shall  make  available  to  the  Commission  and  the 
(Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  all  information  used  by 
the  Department  in  making  its  recommendations  to  the  Commission 
for  closures  and  realignments. 

(d)  Review  and  Recximmendations  by  the  Commission. — (1)  After  PuWic 
receiving  the  recommendations  from  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
subsection  (c)  for  any  year,  the  Commission  shall  conduct  public 
hearings  on  the  recommendations. 

(2XA)  The  Commission  shall,  by  no  later  than  July  1  of  each  year  Reports, 
in  which  the  Secretary  transmits  recommendations  to  it  pursuant  to 
subsection  (c),  transmit  to  the  President  a  report  containing  the 
Commission’s  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  a  review  and  analy¬ 
sis  of  the  recommendations  made  by  the  ^cretary,  together  with 
the  (Commission’s  recommendations  for  closures  and  realignments  of 
military  installations  inside  the  United  States. 

(B)  In  making  its  recommendations,  the  (Commission  may  make 
chang^  m  any  of  the  recommendations  made  by  the  Secretary  if  the 
(Commission  determines  that  the  Secretary  deviated  substantially 
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from  the  force-structure  plan  and  final  criteria  referred  to  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (c)(1)  in  making  recommendations. 

(3)  The  Commission  shall  explain  and  justify  in  its  report  submit¬ 
ted  to  the  President  pursuant  to  paragraph  (2)  any  recommendation 
made  by  the  Commission  that  is  different  from  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  made  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  subsection  (c).  The  Conimis- 
sion  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  such  report  to  the  congressional 
defense  committees  on  the  same  date  on  which  it  transmits  its 
recommendations  to  the  President  under  paragraph  (2). 

(4)  After  July  1  of  each  year  in  which  the  Commission  transmits 
recommendations  to  the  President  under  this  subsection,  the 
Commission  shall  promptly  provide,  upon  request,  to  any  Member  of 
Congress  information  used  by  the  Commission  in  making  its  rec¬ 
ommendations. 

Reports.  (5)  The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  shall — 

(A)  assist  the  Commission,  to  the  extent  requested,  in  the 
Commission’s  review  and  analysis  of  the  recommendations 
made  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  subsection  (c);  and 

(B)  by  no  later  than  May  15  of  each  year  in  which  the 
Secretary  makes  such  recommendations,  transmit  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  to  the  Commission  a  report  containing  a  detailed 
analysis  of  the  Secretary’s  recommendations  and  selection 
process. 

Reports.  (e)  REVIEW  BY  THE  PRESIDENT. — (1)  The  President  shall,  by  no  later 

than  July  15  of  each  year  in  which  the  Commission  makes  rec¬ 
ommendations  under  subsection  (d),  transmit  to  the  Commission  and 
to  the  Congress  a  report  containing  the  President’s  approval  or 
disapproval  of  the  Commission’s  recommendations. 

(2)  If  the  President  approves  all  the  recommendations  of  the 
Commission,  the  President  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  such  rec¬ 
ommendations  to  the  Congress,  together  with  a  certification  of  such 
approval. 

(3)  If  the  President  disapproves  the  recommendations  of  the 
Commission,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  President  shall  transmit  to  the 
Commission  and  the  Congress  the  reasons  for  that  disapproval.  The 
Commission  shall  then  transmit  to  the  President,  by  no  later  than 
August  15  of  the  year  concerned,  a  revised  list  of  recommendations 
for  the  closure  and  realignment  of  military  installations. 

(4)  If  the  President  approves  all  of  the  revised  recommendations  of 
the  Commission  transmitted  to  the  President  under  paragraph  (3), 
the  President  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  such  revised  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  the  Congress,  together  with  a  certification  of  such  approval. 

(5)  If  the  President  does  not  transmit  to  the  Congress  an  approval 
and  certification  described  in  p|aragraph  (2)  or  (4)  by  September  1  of 
any  year  in  which  the  Commission  has  treinsmitted  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  the  President  under  this  part,  the  process  by  which  military 
installations  may  be  selected  for  closure  or  realignment  under  this 
part  with  respect  to  that  year  shall  be  terminated. 

10  use  2687  SEC.  2904.  CLOSURE  AND  REALIGNMENT  OF  MILITARY  INSTALLATIONS 

(a)  In  General. — Subject  to  subsection  (b),  the  Secretary  shall — 

(1)  close  all  military  installations  recommended  for  closure  by 
the  Commission  in  each  report  transmitted  to  the  Congress  by 
the  President  pursuant  to  section  2903(e); 

(2)  realign  ^1  military  installations  recommended  for  reali^- 
ment  by  such  Commission  in  each  such  report; 
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(3)  initiate  all  such  closures  and  realignments  no  later  than 
two  years  after  the  date  on  which  the  President  treuismits  a 
report  to  the  Congress  pursuant  to  section  2903(e)  containing 
the  recommendations  for  such  closures  or  realignments;  and 

(4)  complete  all  such  closures  and  realignments  no  later  than 
the  end  of  the  six-year  period  beginning  on  the  date  on  which 
the  President  transmits  the  report  pursuant  to  section  2903(e) 
containing  the  recommendations  for  such  closures  or 
realignments. 

(b)  Congressional  Disapproval.— (1)  The  Secretary  may  not 
carry  out  any  closure  or  realignment  recommended  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  in  a  report  transmitted  from  the  President  pursuant  to  section 
2903(e)  if  a  joint  resolution  is  enacted,  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  2908,  disapproving  such  recommendations  of 
the  Commission  before  the  earlier  of — 

(A)  the  end  of  the  45-day  period  beginning  on  the  date  on 
which  the  President  transmits  such  report;  or 

(B)  the  adjournment  of  Congress  sine  die  for  the  session 
during  which  such  report  is  transmitted. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  and  subsections 
(a)  and  (c)  of  section  2908,  the  days  on  which  either  House  of 
Congress  is  not  in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than 
three  days  to  a  day  certain  shall  be  excluded  in  the  computation  of  a 
period. 

SEC.  2905.  IMPLEMENTATION  10  USC  2687 

(a)  In  General. — (1)  In  closing  or  realigning  any  military  installa¬ 
tion  imder  this  part,  the  Secretary  may — 

(A)  take  such  actions  as  may  be  necessary  to  close  or  realign 
any  military  installation,  including  the  acquisition  of  such  land, 
the  construction  of  such  replacement  facilities,  the  performance 
of  such  activities,  and  the  conduct  of  such  advance  planning  and 
design  as  may  be  required  to  transfer  functions  from  a  military 
inst^ation  being  closed  or  realigned  to  smother  military 
installation,  and  may  use  for  such  purpose  funds  in  the  Account 
or  funds  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  Defense  for  use  in 
planning  and  design,  minor  construction,  or  operation  and 
maintenance; 

(B)  provide —  Community 

(i)  economic  adjustment  assistance  to  any  community  action  programs, 
located  near  a  military  installation  being  closed  or  re¬ 
alised,  and 

(ii)  community  planning  assistance  to  any  community 
located  near  a  military  installation  to  which  functions  will 
be  transferred  as  a  result  of  the  closure  or  realignment  of  a 
military  installation, 

if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  the  financial  re¬ 
sources  av^able  to  the  community  (by  grant  or  otherwise)  for 
such  purposes  are  inadequate,  and  may  use  for  such  purposes 
funds  in  the  Account  or  funds  appropriated  to  the  Department 
of  Defense  for  economic  adjustment  assistance  or  community 
planning  assistance; 

(C)  carry  out  activities  for  the  purposes  of  environmental  Environmental 
restoration  and  mitigation  at  any  such  installation,  and  may  P«>t«ction. 
use  for  such  purposes  funds  in  the  Account  or  funds  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  Department  of  Defense  for  environmental  res¬ 
toration  and  mitigation; 


.^-8 


Public  Law  101-510 


104  STAT,  1814  PUBLIC  LAW  101-510— NOV.  5,  1990 

(D)  provide  outplacement  assistance  to  civilian  employees 
employed  by  the  Department  of  Defense  at  military  installa¬ 
tions  being  closed  or  realigned,  and  may  use  for  such  purpose 
funds  in  the  Account  or  funds  appropriated  to  the  Department 
of  Defense  for  outplacement  assistance  to  employees;  and 

(E)  reimburse  other  Federal  agencies  for  actions  performed  at 

the  request  of  the  Secretary  with  respect  to  any  such  clo^re  or 
realignment,  and  may  use  for  such  purpose  funds  in  the  Ac¬ 
count  or  funds  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  Defense  and 
available  for  such  purpose.  j  v-  ^ 

Environmental  (2)  In  carrying  out  any  closure  or  realignment  under  this  part,  the 
protection.  Secretary  shall  ensure  that  environmental  restoration  of  any  prop¬ 

erty  made  excess  to  the  needs  of  the  Department  of  Defense  as  a 
result  of  such  closure  or  realignment  be  carried  out  as  soon  as 
possible  with  funds  available  for  such  purpose.  a  j  •  • 

(b)  Management  and  Disposal  of  Property. — (1)  The  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  General  Services  shall  delegate  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
with  respect  to  excess  and  surplus  real  property  and  facilities 
located  at  a  military  installation  closed  or  realigned  under  this 
part — 

(A)  the  authority  of  the  Administrator  to  utilize  excess  prop¬ 
erty  under  section  202  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administra¬ 
tive  Services  Act  of  1949  (40  U.S.C.  483); 

(B)  the  authority  of  the  Administrator  to  dispose  of  surplus 
property  under  section  203  of  that  Act  (40  U.S.C.  484); 

(C)  the  authority  of  the  Administrator  to  grant  approvals  and 
make  determinations  under  section  13(g)  of  the  Surplus  Prop¬ 
erty  Act  of  1944  (50  U.S.C.  App.  1622(g));  and 

(D)  the  authority  of  the  Administrator  to  detennine  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  excess  or  surplus  real  property  for  ■wildlife  consery^ 
tion  purposes  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  May  19,  1948  (lb 

U.S.C.  667b).  ,  ^  ^  „ 

(2)(A)  Subject  to  subparsigraph  (C),  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
exercise  the  authority  delegated  to  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  para¬ 
graph  (1)  in  accordance  with — 

(i)  all  regulations  in  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act  governing  the  utilization  of  excess  property  and  the  disposal 
of  surplus  property  under  the  Federal  Property  and  Administra¬ 
tive  Services  Act  of  1949;  and 

(ii)  all  regulations  in  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  ot 
this  Act  governing  the  conveyance  and  disposal  of  P^ops^y 
under  section  13(g)  of  the  Surplus  Property  Act  of  1944  (50 

U.S.C.  App.  1622(g)).  ,  .  ,  A ....  A 

(B)  The  Secretary,  after  consulting  with  the  Administrator  ot 
General  Services,  may  issue  regulations  that  are  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  delegation  of  authority  required  by  par^aph  (1). 

(C)  The  authority  required  to  be  delegated  by  paragraph  (1)  to  the 
Secretary  by  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  shall  not  m- 
clude  the  authority  to  prescribe  general  policies  and  methods  for 
utilizing  excess  property  and  disposing  of  surplus  property. 

(D)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  transfer  real  property  or  facili¬ 
ties  located  at  a  military  installation  to  be  closed  or  realigned  under 
this  part,  with  or  without  reimbursement,  to  a  military  department 
or  other  entity  (including  a  nonappropriated  fund  instrumentality) 
within  the  Department  of  Defense  or  the  Coast  Guard. 

(E)  Before  any  action  may  be  taken  with  respect  to  the  disposal  of 
any  surplus  real  property  or  facility  located  at  einy  military  installa- 
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tion  to  be  closed  or  realigned  under  this  part,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  shall  consult  with  the  Governor  of  the  State  and  the  heads 
of  the  local  governments  concerned  for  the  purpose  of  considering 
any  plan  for  the  use  of  such  property  by  the  local  commimity 
concerned. 

(c)  Applicability  of  National  Environmental  Poucy  Act  of 
1969. — (1)  The  provisions  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
of  1969  (42  U.S.C.  4321  et  seq.)  shall  not  apply  to  the  actions  of  the 
President,  the  Commission,  and,  except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2), 
the  Department  of  Defense  in  caning  out  this  part. 

(2) (A)  The  provisions  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969  sbflll  apply  to  actions  of  the  Department  of  Defense  under  this 
part  (i)  during  the  process  of  property  disp^al,  and  (ii)  during  the 
process  of  relocating  functions  from  a  military  installation  being 
closed  or  realigned  to  another  military  installation  after  the  receiv¬ 
ing  installation  has  been  selected  but  before  the  functions  are 
relocated. 

(B)  In  applying  the  provisions  of  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  of  1969  to  the  processes  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A), 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretary  of  the  military  depart¬ 
ments  concerned  shall  not  have  to  consider — 

(i)  the  need  for  closing  or  realigning  the  military  installation 
which  has  been  recommended  for  closure  or  realignment  by  the 
Commission; 

(ii)  the  need  for  transferring  functions  to  any  military 
installation  which  has  been  selected  as  the  receiving  installa¬ 
tion;  or 

(iii)  military  installations  alternative  to  those  recommended 
or  selected. 

(3)  A  civil  action  for  judicial  review,  with  respect  to  any  require¬ 
ment  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  to  the  extent 
such  Act  is  applicable  under  paragraph  (2),  of  any  act  or  failure  to 
act  by  the  Department  of  Defense  during  the  closing,  realigning,  or 
relocating  of  functions  referred  to  in  clauses  (i)  and  (ii)  of  paragraph 
(2)(A),  may  not  be  brought  more  than  60  days  after  the  date  of  such 
act  or  failure  to  act. 

(d)  Waiver. — The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  close  or  realign  mili¬ 
tary  installations,  under  this  part  without  regard  to — 

(1)  any  provision  of  law  restricting  the  use  of  funds  for  closing 
or  realigning  military  installations  included  in  any  appropria¬ 
tions  or  authorization  Act;  and 

(2)  sections  2662  and  2687  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 

SEC.  2906.  ACCOUNT  10  USC  2687 

(a)  In  General. — (1)  There  is  hereby  established  on  the  books  of 
the  Treasury  an  account  to  be  known  as  the  “Department  of  Defense 
Base  Closure"  Account  1990-’  which  shall  be  administered  by  the 
Secretary  as.  a  single  account. 

(2)  There  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Account — 

(A)  funds  authorized  for  and  appropriated  to  the  Account; 

(B)  any  funds  that  the  Secretary  may,  subject  to  approval  in 
an  appropriation  Act,  transfer  to  the  Account  from  funds  appro¬ 
priate  to  the  Department  of  Defense  for  any  purpose,  except 
that  such  funds  may  be  transferred  only  after  the  date  on  which 
the  Secretary  transmits  written  notice  of,  and  justification  for, 
such  transfer  to  the  congressional  defense  committees;  and 
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(C)  procesds  received  from  the  transfer  or  disposal  of 
property  at  a  military  installation  closed  or  realigned  under  this 

(b)  Use  of  Funds.— (1)  The  Secretary  may  use  the  funds  in  the 
Account  only  for  the  purposes  described  in  section  2905(a). 

(2)  When  a  decision  is  made  to  use  funds  in  the  Account  to  c^rry 
out  a  construction  project  under  section  2905(a)  and  the  cost  of  the 
project  \^1  exceed  the  maximum  amount  authorized  by  law  tor  a 
minor  military  construction  project,  the  Secreta^  shall  notify  in 
writing  the  congressional  defense  committees  of  the  nature  ot,  and 
justification  for,  the  project  and  the  amount  of  expenditures  for  pch 
project.  Any  such  construction  project  may  be  carried  out  without 

regard  to  section  2802(a)  oftitle  10,  United  States  Code.  ,  «  , 

(c)  Reports.— (1)  No  later  than  60  days  after  the  end  of  each  fiscal 
year  in  which  the  Secretary  carries  out  activities  under  this  part, 
the  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  report  to  the  congressional  defense 
committees  of  the  amount  and  nature  of  the  deposits  into,  and  the 
expenditures  from,  the  Accoimt  during  such  fiscal  year  and  ot  the 
amount  and  nature  of  other  expenditures  made  pursuant  to  section 

2905(a)  during  such  fiscal  year.  .  .  ,  *  i. 

(2)  Unobligated  funds  which  remain  m  the  Account  after  the 

termination  of  the  Commission  shall  be  held  in  the  Account  until 
transferred  by  law  after  the  congressional  defense  committees  re¬ 
ceive  the  report  transmitted  under  paragraph  (3).  _  , 

(3)  No  later  than  60  days  after  the  termination  of  the  Commission, 

the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the  congressional  defense  commit¬ 
tees  a  report  containing  an  accounting  of—  *1.  a 

(A)  all  the  funds  deposited  into  and  expended  from  the  Ac¬ 
count  or  otherwise  expended  under  this  part;  and 

(B)  any  amount  remaining  in  the  Account. 


10  use  2687 

note. 


10  use  2687 
note. 


SEC.  2907.  REPORTS 

As  part  of  the  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1993  and  for  each 
fiscal  year  thereafter  for  the  Department  of  Defense,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  transmit  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  ot 

Congress —  ^ 

(1)  a  schedule  of  the  closure  and  realignment  actions  to  be 
carried  out  under  this  part  in  the  fiscal  year  for  which  the 
request  is  made  and  an  estimate  of  the  total  expenditures 
required  and  cost  savings  to  be  achieved  by  each  such  closure 
and  realignment  and  of  the  time  period  in  which  these  savings 
are  to  be  achieved  in  each  case,  together  with  the  Secretary  s 
assessment  of  the  environmental  effects  of  such  actions,  and 

(2)  a  description  of  the  military  installations,  including  ^“9^® 
under  construction  and  those  planned  for  construction,  to  which 
functions  are  to  be  transferred  as  a  result  of  such  closures  and 
realignments,  together  with  the  Secretary’s  assessment  of  the 
environmental  effects  of  such  transfers. 

SEC.  2908.  CONGRESSIONAL  CONSIDERATION  OF  COMMISSION  REPORT 

(a)  Terms  of  the  Resolution. — For  purposes  of  section  ^04(b), 
the  term  “joint  resolution”  means  only  a  joint  resolution  whi<m  is 
introduced  within  the  10-day  period  beginning  on  the  date  on  which 
the  President  transmits  the  report  to  the  Congress  under  section 
2903(e),  and — 

(1)  which  does  not  have  a  preamble; 
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(2)  the  matter  after  the  resolving  clause  of  which  is  as  follows: 

“That  Congress  disapproves  the  recommendations  of  the  De¬ 
fense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commission  as  submitted 

by  the  President  on - ”,  the  blank  space  being  filled  in  with 

the  appropriate  date;  and 

(3)  the  title  of  which  is  as  follows:  “Joint  resolution  disapprov¬ 
ing  the  recommendations  of  the  Defense  Base  Closure  and 
Realignment  Commission.”. 

(b)  Referral. — A  resolution  described  in  subsection  (a)  that  is 
introduced  in  the  House  of  Representatives  shall  be  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  of  the  House  of  Representatives.  A 
resolution  described  in  subsection  (a)  introduced  in  the  Senate  shall 
be  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate. 

(c)  Discharge. — If  the  committee  to  which  a  resolution  described 
in  subsection  (a)  is  referred  has  not  reported  such  resolution  (or  an 
identical  resolution)  by  the  end  of  the  20-day  period  beginning  on 
the  date  on  which  the  President  transmits  the  report  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  under  section  2903(e),  such  committee  shall  be,  at  the  end  of 
such  period,  discharged  from  further  consideration  of  such  resolu¬ 
tion,  and  such  resolution  shall  be  placed  on  the  appropriate  calendar 
of  the  House  involved. 

(d)  Consideration. — (1)  On  or  after  the  third  day  after  the  date  on 
which  the  committee  to  which  such  a  resolution  is  referred  has 
repo^d,  or  has  been  discharged  (under  subsection  (c))  from  further 
consideration  of,  such  a  resolution,  it  is  in  order  (even  though  a 
previous  motion  to  the  same  effect  has  been  disagreed  to)  for  any 
Member  of  the  respective  House  to  move  to  proceed  to  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  the  resolution  (but  only  on  the  day  after  the  calendar  day  on 
which  such  Member  announces  to  the  House  concerned  the  Mem¬ 
ber’s  intention  to  do  so).  All  points  of  order  against  the  resolution 
(and.  against  consideration  of  the  resolution)  are  waived.  The  motion 
is  higfly  privileged  in  the  House  of  Representatives  and  is  privi¬ 
leged  in  the  Senate  and  is  not  debatable.  Ibe  motion  is  not  subject  to 
amendment,  or  to  a  motion  to  postpone,  or  to  a  motion  to  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  other  business.  A  motion  to  reconsider  the  vote 
by  which  the  motion  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to  shall  not  be  in 
order.  If  a  motion  to  proce^  to  the  consideration  of  the  resolution  is 
agreed  to,  the  respective  House  shall  immediately  proceed  to  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  joint  resolution  without  intervening  motion,  order,  or 
other  business,  and  the  resolution  shall  remain  the  unfinished 
business  of  the  respective  House  until  disposed  of. 

(2)  Debate  on  the  resolution,  and  on  all  debatable  motions  and 
appeals  in  connection  therewith,  shall  be  limited  to  not  more  than  2 
hours,  which  shall  be  divided  equally  between  those  favorite  and 
those  opposing  the  resolution.  An  amendment  to  the  resolution  is 
not  in  order.  A  motion  further  to  limit  debate  is  in  order  and  not 
debatable.  A  motion  to  postpone,  or  a  motion  to  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  other  business,  or  a  motion  to  recommit  the  resolu¬ 
tion  is  not  in  order.  A  motion  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
resolution  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to  is  not  in  order. 

(3)  Immediately  following  the  conclusion  of  the  debate  on  a  resolu¬ 
tion  de^ribed  in  subsection  (a)  and  a  sii^le  quorum  call  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  debate  if  requested  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of 
the  appropriate  House,  the  vote  on  final  passage  of  the  resolution 
shall  occur. 

(4)  Appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Representatives,  as 
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the  case  may  be,  to  the  procedure  relating  to  a  resolution  described 
in  subsection  (a)  shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

(e)  Consideration  by  Other  House. — (1)  If,  before  the  passage  by 
one  House  of  a  resolution  of  that  House  described  in  subsection  (a), 
that  House  receives  from  the  other  House  a  resolution  described  in 
subsection  (a),  then  the  following  procedures  shall  apply. 

(A)  The  resolution  of  the  other  House  shall  not  be  referred  to 

a  committee  and  may  not  be  considered  in  the  House  receiving 
it  except  in  the  case  of  final  passage  as  provided  in  subpara¬ 
graph  (B)(ii).  J  •  -L  .t-  ^  f 

(B)  With  respect  to  a  resolution  described  in  subsection  {a)  ot 

the  House  receiving  the  resolution —  ,  „  ,  ,  -r 

(i)  the  procedure  in  that  House  shall  be  the  same  as  it  no 
resolution  had  been  received  from  the  other  House;  but 

(ii)  the  vote  on  final  passage  shall  be  on  the  resolution  of 

the  other  House.  . 

(2)  Upon  disposition  of  the  resolution  received  from  the  other 
House,  it  shall  no  longer  be  in  order  to  consider  the  resolution  that 

originated  in  the  receiving  House.  ^  . 

(f)  Rules  of  the  Senate  and  House. — ^This  section  is  enacted  by 


gX  wOO -  1  O  Ji 

(1)  as  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaMng  power  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  and  as  such  it  is  deemed 
a  part  of  the  rules  of  each  House,  respectively,  but  appl^able 
only  with  respect  to  the  procedure  to  be  followed  in  that  Hemse 
in  the  case  of  a  resolution  described  in  subsection  (a),  ^d  it 
supersedes  other  rules  only  to  the  extent  that  it  is  inconsistent 

with  such  rules;  and  ^  ^ 

(2)  with  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional  right  oi  either 
House  to  change  the  rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the  procedure  of 
that  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same  manner,  and  to  the  same 
extent  as  in  the  case  of  any  other  rule  of  that  House. 


SEC.  2909.  RESTRICTION  ON  OTHER  BASE  CLOSURE  AUTHORITY 


(a)  In  General. — Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c),  dunng  the 
period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  and 
ending  on  December  31,  1995,  this  part  shall  be  the  exclusive 
authority  for  selecting  for  closure  or  realignment,  or  for  cariTnng 
out  any  closure  or  realignment  of,  a  military  installation  inside  the 

United  States.  ^  ^  .  /n 

(b)  Restriction.— Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c),  none  oi  the 
funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Defense  may  be  used,  other 
than  under  this  part,  during  the  period  specified  in  subsection  (a)— 

(1)  to  identify,  through  any  transmittal  to  the  Congress  or 
through  any  other  public  announcement  or  notification,  ^y 
military  installation  inside  the  United  States  as  an  installation 
to  be  closed  or  realigned  or  as  an  installation  under  consider- 


of  a  military 


ation  for  closure  or  realignment;  or 
(2)  to  carry  out  any  closure  or  realignment 
installation  inside  the  United  States.  ^ 

(c)  Exception. — Nothing  in  this  part  affects  the  authority  of  the 

Secretary  to  carry  out —  vi.  t 

(1)  closures  and  realignments  under  title  II  of  Public  Law  lUU 

(2)  closures  and  realignments  to  which  section  2687  of  title 
United  States  Code,  is  not  applicable,  including  closures  and 
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realignments  carried  out  for  reasons  of  national  security  or  a 
military  emergency  referred  to  in  subsection  (c)  of  such  section. 

SEC.  2910.  DEFINITIONS  10  USC  2687 

As  used  in  this  part: 

(1)  The  term  “Account”  means  the  Department  of  Defense 
Base  Closure  Account  1990  established  by  section  2906(a)(1). 

(2)  The  term  “congressional  defense  committees”  means  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  and  the  Committees  on  Appro¬ 
priations  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

(3)  The  term  “Commission”  means  the  Commission  estab¬ 
lished  by  section  2902. 

(4)  The  term  “military  installation”  means  a  base,  camp,  post, 
station,  yard,  center,  homeport  facility  for  any  ship,  or  other 
activity  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  Defense, 
including  any  leased  facility. 

(5)  The  term  “realignment”  includes  any  action  which  both 
reduces  and  relocates  functions  and  civilian  personnel  positions 
but  does  not  include  a  reduction  in  force  resulting  from  work¬ 
load  adjustments,  reduced  personnel  or  funding  levels,  or  skill 
imbalances. 

(6)  The  term  “Secretary”  means  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

(7)  The  term  “United  States”  means  the  50  States,  the  District 
of  (Columbia,  the  (Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  the 
Vir^n  Islands,  American  Samoa,  and  any  other  commonwealth, 
territory,  or  possession  of  the  United  States. 

SEC.  2911.  CLARIFYING  AMENDMENT 

Section  2687(e)(1)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  “homeport  facility  for  any  ship,”  after 
“center,”;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  a 
milita^  department”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  including  any  leased 
facility,”. 

Part  B — Other  Provisions  Relating  to  Defense  Base 
Closures  and  Realignments 

SEC.  2921.  CLOSURE  OF  FOREIGN  MILITARY  INSTALLATIONS  10  USC  2687 

(a)  Sense  of  Congress. — It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that — 

(1)  the  termination  of  military  operations  by  the  United 
States  at  military  installations  outeide  the  United  States  should 
be  accomplished  at  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  at 
the  earliest  opportunity; 

(2)  in  providing  for  such  termination,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
should  take  steps  to  ensure  that  the  United  States  receives, 
through  direct  pa3nnent  or  otherwise,  consideration  equal  to  the 
fair  market  value  of  the  improvements  made  by  the  United 
States  at  facilities  that  will  be  released  to  host  countries; 

(3)  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  acting  through  the  military 
component  commands  or  the  sub-unified  commands  to  the 
combatant  commands,  should  be  the  lead  official  in  negotiations 
relating  to  determining  and  receiving  such  consideration;  and 

(4)  the  determination  of  the  fair  market  value  of  such 
improvements  released  to  host  countries  in  whole  or  in  part  by 
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the  United  States  should  be  handled  on  a  facility-by-facility 
basis 

(b)  Residual  Value.— (1)  For  each  installation  outside  the  United 
States  at  which  military  operations  were  being  carried  out  by  the 
United  States  on  October  1,  1990,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
transmit,  by  no  later  than  June  1,  1991,  ^  estimate  of  the  fair 
market  value,  as  of  January  1,  1991,  of  the  improvements  made  by 
the  United  States  at  facilities  at  each  such  installation. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  this  section: 

(A)  The  term  “fair  market  value  of  the  improvements  means 

the  value  of  improvements  determined  by  the  Secretary  on  the 
basis  of  their  highest  use.  ..  r 

(B)  The  term  “improvements”  includes  new  construction  ot 
facilities  and  all  additions,  improvements,  modifications,  or  ren¬ 
ovations  made  to  existing  facilities  or  to  real  property,  without 
regard  to  whether  they  were  carried  out  with  appropriated  or 

nonappropriated  funds.  ,  .  ut  i.  j 

(c)  Establishment  of  Special  Account.— (1)  There  is  established 
on  the  books  of  the  Treasury  a  special  account  to  be  known  as  the 
“Department  of  Defense  Overseas  Military  Facility  Investment 
Recovery  Account”.  Any  amounts  paid  to  the  United  States,  pursu¬ 
ant  to  any  treaty,  status  of  forces  agreement,  or  other  internationm 
agreement  to  which  the  United  States  is  a  party,  for  the  residiml 
value  of  real  property  or  improvements  to  real  property  by 
civilian  or  military  personnel  of  the  Department  of  Defense  shall  be 
deposited  into  such  account. 

(2)  Money  deposited  in  the  Department  of  Defense  Overseas  Mili¬ 
tary  Facility  Investment  Recovery  Account  sh^l  be  available  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  payment,  as  provided  in  appropriation  Acts, 
of  costs  incurred  by  the  Department  of  Defense  in  connection  with 
facility  maintenance  and  repair  and  environmental  restoration  at 
military  installations  in  the  United  States.  Funds  in  the  Account 
shall  remain  available  until  expended. 


SEC.  2922.  MODIFICATION  OF  THE  CONTENT  OF  BIANNUAL  REPORT  OF 
THE  COMMISSION  ON  ALTERNATIVE  UTILIZATION  OF  MILI¬ 
TARY  FACILITIES 


(a)  Uses  of  Facilities. — Section  2819(b)  of  the  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act,  Fiscal  Year  1989  (Public  Law  100-456;  102  Stat. 
2119;  10  U.S.(3.  2391  note)  is  amended — 

(1)  in  paragraph  (2),  by  striking  out  “minimum  security  facili¬ 
ties  for  nonviolent  prisoners”  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

“Federal  confinement  or  correctional  facilities  including  shock 
incarceration  facilities”; 

(2)  by  striking  out  “and”  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (3); 

(3)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (4)  as  paragraph  (5);  and 

(4)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (3)  the  following  new  para¬ 
graph  (4):  ... 

“(4)  identify  those  facilities,  or  parts  of  facilities,  that  could  be 
effectively  utilized  or  renovated  to  meet  the  nee(k  of  States  and 
local  jurisdictions  for  confinement  or  correctional  facilities; 


(b)  Effective  Date. — The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a) 
shall  take  effect  with  respect  to  the  first  report  required  to  be 
submitted  under  section  2819  the  National  Defense  Authorization 
Act,  Fiscal  Year  1989,  after  September  30, 1990. 
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SEC.  2923.  FUNDING  FOR  ENVIRONMENTAL  RESTORATION  AT  MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS  SCHEDULED  FOR  CLOSURE  INSIDE  THE 
UNITED  STATES 

(a)  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — There  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  Defense  Base 
Closure  Account  for  fiscal  year  1991,  in  addition  to  any  other  funds 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  that  account  for  that  fiscal  year, 
the  sum  of  $100,000,000.  Amounts  appropriated  to  that  account 
pursuant  to  the  preceding  sentence  shall  be  available  only  for 
activities  for  the  purpose  of  environmental  restoration  at  military 
installations  closed  or  realigned  under  title  11  of  Public  Law  100-526, 
as  authorized  under  section  204(a)(3)  of  that  title. 

(b)  EJxclusive  Source  of  Funding. — (1)  Section  207  of  Public  Law 

100-526  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following:  10  USC  2687 

“(b)  Base  Closure  Account  To  Be  Exclusive  Source  of  Funds  "ote. 

FOR  ENviRONMEfTTAL  RESTORATION  PROJECTS. — No  fuuds  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  Department  of  Defense  may  be  used  for  purposes 
described  in  section  204(a)(3)  except  funds  that  have  been  authorized 
for  and  appropriated  to  the  Account.  The  prohibition  in  the  preced¬ 
ing  sentence  expires  upon  the  termination  of  the  authority  of  the 
Secretary  to  carry  out  a  closure  or  realignment  under  this  title.”. 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  par^raph  (1)  does  not  apply  with 
respect  to  the  availability  of  funds  appropriated  before  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(c)  Task  Force  Report. — (1)  Not  later  than  12  months  after  the  lo  USC  2687 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 

submit  to  Congress  a  report  containing  the  findings  and  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  task  force  established  under  paragraph  (2) 
concerning — 

(A)  ways  to  improve  interagency  coordination,  within  existing 
laws,  regulations,  and  administrative  policies,  of  environmental 
response  actions  at  military  installations  (or  portions  of  installa¬ 
tions)  that  are  being  closed,  or  are  scheduled  to  be  closed, 
pursuant  to  title  II  of  the  Defense  Authorization  Amendments 
and  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act  (Public  Law  100-526); 
and 

(B)  ways  to  consolidate  and  streamline,  within  existing  laws 
and  regulations,  the  practices,  policies,  and  administrative 
procedures  of  relevant  Federal  and  State  agencies  with  respect 
to  such  environmental  response  actions  so  as  to  enable  those 
actions  to  be  carried  out  more  expeditiously. 

(2)  There  is  hereby  established  an  environmental  response  task 
force  to  make  the  findings  and  recommendations,  and  to  prepare  the 
report,  required  by  paragraph  (1).  The  task  force  shall  consist  of  the 
following  (or  their  designees): 

(A)  The  Secretary  of  Defense,  who  shall  be  chairman  of  the 
task  force. 

(B)  The  Attorney  General. 

(C)  The  Administrator  of  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion. 

(D)  The  Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency. 

(E)  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army. 

(F)  A  representative  of  a  State  environmental  protection 
agency,  appointed  by  the  head  of  the  National  Governors 
Association. 
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(G)  A  representative  of  a  State  attorney  general’s  office, 
appointed  by  the  head  of  the  National  Association  of  Attorney 

Generals.  .  . 

(H)  A  representative  of  a  public-interest  environmental 
organization,  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives. 

10  use  2687  SEC.  2924.  COMMUNITY  PREFERENCE  CONSIDERATION  IN  CLOSURE  AND 

note.  REALIGNMENT  OF  MILITARY  INSTALLATIONS 

In  any  process  of  selecting  any  military  installation  inside  the 
United  States  for  closure  or  realignment,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  take  such  steps  as  are  necessary  to  assure  that  special  consid¬ 
eration  and  emphasis  is  given  to  any  official  statement  from  a  unit 
of  general  local  government  adjacent  to  or  within  a  military 
installation  requesting  the  closure  or  realignment  of  such  installa¬ 
tion. 

SEC.  2925.  RECOMMENDATIONS  OF  THE  BASE  CLOSURE  COMMISSION 

(a)  Norton  Air  Force  Base.— (1)  Consistent  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and  Closure, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  not  relocate,  until  after 
September  30, 1995,  any  of  the  functions  that  were  being  carried  out 
at  the  ballistics  missile  office  at  Norton  Air  Force  Base,  California, 
on  the  date  on  which  the  Secretary  of  Defense  transmitted  a  report 
to  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  as  described  in  section  202(a)(1)  of  Public  Law  100- 

526.  ,  ,  .  ^  .1. 

(2)  This  subsection  shall  teke  effect  as  of  the  date  on  which  the 
report  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  was  transmitted  to  such  Commit- 

^00g^ 

(b)  General  Directive. — Consistent  with  the  requirements  of  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  Public  Law  100-526,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  direct 
each  of  the  Secretaries  of  the  military  departments  to  take  all 
actions  necessary  to  carry  out  the  recommendations  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  and  to  take  no  action  that  is 
inconsistent  with  such  recommendations. 

10  use  2687  SEC.  2926.  CONTRACTS  FOR  CERTAIN  ENVIRONMENTAL  RESTORATION 

note.  ACTIVITIES 

(a)  Establishment  of  Model  Program. — Not  later  than  90  days 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  establish  a  model  program  to  improve  the  efficiency  and 
effectiveness  of  the  base  closure  environmental  restoration  program. 

(b)  Administrator  of  Program. — The  Secretary  shall  designee 
the  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Environment  as  the 
Administrator  of  the  model  program  referred  to  in  subsection  (a). 

Reports.  The  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  shall  report  to  the  Secretary  of 

Defense  through  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition. 

(c)  Appucability. — This  section  shall  apply  to  environmental  res¬ 
toration  activities  at  installations  selected  by  the  Secretary  pursu¬ 
ant  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (d)(1). 

(d)  Program  Requirements. — In  carrying  out  the  model  program, 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall: 

(I)  Designate  for  the  model  program  two  installations  under 
his  jurisdiction  that  have  been  designated  for  closure  pursuant 
to  the  Defense  Authorization  Amendments  and  Base  Closure 
and  Realignment  Act  (Public  Law  100-526)  and  for  which 
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preliminary  assessments,  site  inspections,  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statements  required  by  law  or  regulation  have  been 
completed.  The  Secretary  shall  designate  only  those  installa¬ 
tions  which  have  satisfied  the  requirements  of  section  204  of  the 
Defense  Authorization  Amendments  and  Base  Closure  and  Re¬ 
alignment  Act  (Public  Law  100-526). 

(2)  Compile  a  prequalification  list  of  prospective  contractors 
for  solicitation  and  negotiation  in  accordance  with  the  proce¬ 
dures  set  forth  in  title  IX  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Adminis¬ 
trative  Services  Act  (Public  Law  92-582;  40  U.S.C.  541  et  seq.,  as 
amended).  Such  contractors  shall  satisfy  zJl  applicable  statutory 
and  regulatory  requirements.  In  addition,  the  contractor  se¬ 
lected  for  one  of  the  two  installations  under  this  program  shall 
indemnify  the  Federal  Government  against  all  liahilitipp 
claims,  penalties,  costs,  and  damages  caused  by  (A)  the  contrac¬ 
tor’s  breach  of  any  term  or  prov^ion  of  the  contract;  and  (B)  any 
negligent  or  willful  act  or  omission  of  the  contractor,  its  employ- 
ees,  or  its  subcontractors  in  the  performance  of  the  contract. 

(3)  Within  180  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act, 
solicit  proposals  from  qualified  contractors  for  response  action 
(as  defined  under  section  101  of  the  Comprehensive  Environ- 
m^^  Response,  Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  of  1980  (42 

o  installations  designated  under  paragraph 

(1).  Such  solicitations  and  proposals  shall  include  the  following: 

(A)  Proposals  to  perform  response  action.  Such  proposals 
shall  include  provisions  for  receiving  the  necessary 
authorizations  or  approvals  of  the  response  action  by  appro¬ 
priate  Federal,  State,  or  local  agencies. 

(B)  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  provisions  offered 
by  single  prime  contractors  to  perform  all  phases  of  the 
response  action,  using  performance  specifications  supplied 
by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  including  any  safeguards 

Secretary  deems  essential  to  avoid  conflict  of  interest. 

(4)  Evaluate  bids  on  the  basis  of  price  and  other  evaluation 
criteria. 

(^  Subject  to  the  availability  of  authorized  and  appropriated 
funds  to  the  Department  of  Defense,  make  contract  awards  for 
response  action  within  120  days  after  the  solicitation  of  propos¬ 
al  pursuant  to  paragraph  (8)  for  the  response  action,  or  within 
120  du]!^  after  receipt  of  the  necessary  authorizations  or  approv¬ 
als  of  the  response  action  by  appropriate  Federal,  State,  or  local 
agencies,  whichever  is  later. 

(e)  Application  of  Section  120  of  CERCLA.— Activiti^  of  the 
model  program  shall  be  carried  out  subject  to,  and  in  a  manner 
^nsistent  with,  section  120  (relating  to  Federal  facilities)  of  the 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and  Liabil¬ 
ity  Act  of  1980  (42  U.S.C.  9620). 

(f)  EiffrairaD  Agreements.— The  Secretary  shall,  with  the  concur- 
rence  of  tho  Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
assure  compliance  with  all  applicable  Federal  statutes  and  regula¬ 
tions  hi  addition,  take  all  reasonable  and  appropriate  measures 
to  expedite  all  necessary  administrative  decisions,  agreements,  and 
concurrences. 

(g)  Report.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shedl  include  a  description 
of  the  progress  made  during  the  preceding  fiscal  year  in  implement¬ 
ing  and  accomplishing  the  goals  of  this  section  within  the  annual 
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report  to  Congress  required  by  section  2706  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code. 

(h)  Applicability  of  Existing  Law. — Nothing  in  this  section  af¬ 
fects  or  modifies,  in  any  way,  the  obligations  or  liability  of  any 
person  under  other  Federal  or  State  law,  including  common  law, 
with  respect  to  the  disposal  or  release  of  hazardous  substances  or 
pollutants  or  contaminants  as  defined  under  section  101  of  the 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and  Liabil¬ 
ity  Act  of  1980  (42  U.S.C.  9601). 
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BACKGROUND 

Public  Law  101-510  required  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  to  submit  to  the  Congress  and  to  the 
Commission  a  force  structure  plan  for  fiscal 
years  (FY)  1992  through  1997.  The  Secretary 
submitted  the  plan  to  Congress  on 
March  19, 1991,  and  to  the  Commission  on 
March  23, 1991. 

The  force-structure  plan  incorporates  an 
assessment  by  the  Secretary  of  the  probable 
threats  to  the  national  security  diiring  the 
FY92-97  period  and  takes  account  of  the 
anticipated  levels  of  funding  for  this  period. 
The  plan  comprises  three  sections: 

•  The  military  threat  assessment, 

•  The  need  for  overseas  basing,  and 

•  The  force  structure,  including  the 
implementation  plan. 

The  force-structure  plan  is  classified 
SECRET.  What  follows  is  an  unclassified 
summsuy  of  the  plan. 


MILITARY  THREAT 
ASSESSMENT 

For  40  years,  the  Soviet  Union  and  its 
surrogates  posed  the  principal  threat  to  U.S. 
interests  and  objectives.  However,  America’s 
security  agenda  is  being  rewritten  because  of 
the  collapse  of  East  European  communism,  the 
demise  of  the  Warsaw  Pact,  ongoing  changes 
within  the  Soviet  Union,  the  reshaping  of  the 
U.S.“Soviet  relationship,  and  a  reduction  in 
Soviet  conventional  military  power.  This 
redefinition  of  our  threat  perception  has  been 
accelerated  by  the  emergence  and 
intensification  of  both  new  and  historical 
regional  quarrels;  one  of  which  has  already 
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brought  the  United  States  into  armed  conflict 
in  the  Persian  Gulf.  Threats  to  U.S.  interests 
range  fn>m  the  enmity  of  nations  like  North 
Korea  and  Cuba,  to  pressures  from  friend  and 
foe  alike  to  reduce  U.S.  presence  around  the 
world.  In  addition,  our  efforts  to  promote 
regional  stability  and  to  enhance  the  spread  of 
democracy  will  continue  to  be  challenged  by 
insurgencies  and  terrorism. 


THREATS 

Even  with  the  promise  of  a  greatly  reduced 
Soviet  force  posture  in  Eastern  Europe,  certain 
crucial  constants  endure  in  our  long-term 
assessment  of  Soviet  militairy  capability  and 
global  threats. 

•  The  Nuclear  Threat.  The  most 
enduring  concern  for  U.S.  leadership  is 
that  the  Soviet  Union  remains  the  one 
country  in  the  world  capable  of 
destrojdng  the  United  States  with  a 
single,  devastating  attack.  However, 
the  rationale  for  such  an  attack  is 
difficult  to  construe.  Nevertheless, 
until  and  unless  the  Soviet  strategic 
nuclear  arsenal  is  vastly  modified,  the 
cornerstone  of  U.S.  military  strategy 
must  continue  to  be  a  modem,  credible, 
flexible,  and  survivable  nuclear 
deterrent  force. 

•  The  Conventional  Threat.  Even 
though  Soviet  military  power  is 
reducing  and  changing  in  form  and 
purpose,  the  Soviet  state  still  will  have 
millions  of  well  armed  men  in  uniform 
and  will  remain  the  strongest  military 
force  on  the  Eurasian  landmass.  As 
leader  of  the  Free  World,  the  United 
States  must  maintain,  in  conjimction 
with  our  allies,  the  conventional 
capability  to  counterbalance  the  might 
of  the  Soviet  Union’s  huge 
conventional  forces. 


Across  the  Atlantic 

Looking  eastward  from  our  Atlantic  shore, 
the  focus  of  U.S.  security  concern  has  shifted 


from  Western  Europe  to  the  defense  of  both 
Europe  and  the  Persian  Gulf.  With  respect  to 
Europe,  the  demise  of  the  Warsaw  Pact,  Soviet 
retrenchment  within  its  borders,  German 
unification,  and  the  prospect  of  economic 
integration  embody  the  success  of  collective 
defense,  as  well  as  the  imperatives  for  new 
approaches  to  collective  security.  Although 
the  prospect  of  a  concerted  military  threat  to 
Western  Europe  from  the  east  has  faded 
dramatically,  continuing  political  and 
economic  instability  in  Eastern  Europe  and  the 
Soviet  Union  presents  new  concerns. 
Consequently,  we  and  our  North  Atlantic 
Treaty  Organization  (NATO)  partners  are 
conducting  a  thorough  review  of  alliance 
strategy.  The  broad  outlines  of  a  new  force 
posture  are  already  emerging  and  include 
highly  mobile  units,  some  of  which  will  be 
restructured  into  multinational  formations. 
The  number  of  active  units  will  be  scaled  back, 
and  increasing  reliance  will  be  placed  on 
mobilization  and  reconstitution. 

Looking  across  the  Mediterranean  to  the 
Middle  East  and  Persian  Gulf,  regional  threats 
to  U.S.  vital  interests  and  enduring  obligations 
will  place  continuing  demands  on  our  Armed 
Forces.  Escort  operations  in  the  Persian  Gulf, 
conducted  for  over  two  years,  established  the 
precedent  of  U.S.  military  intervention  to 
protect  the  free  flow  of  oil.  Then,  just  as  the 
Soviets  and  the  Iran-Iraq  war  receded  as 
threats  to  regional  stability,  Iraq  emerged 
from  eight  years  of  war  with  a  fanatic  zeal,  a 
large  arsenal,  a  shattered  economy,  over¬ 
whelming  foreign  debts,  and  a  trumped-up 
quarrel  with  Kuwait.  Even  though  Iraq  has 
been  ejected  from  Kuwait  by  the  United 
Nations-sponsored  and  U.S.-led  international 
coalition,  the  region  still  faces  an  uncertain 
future.  We  will  maintain  our  commitment  and 
expect  to  significantly  reduce,  but  not  entirely 
eliminate,  our  forces  in  this  region. 

•  Immediate  security  concerns  for  many 
nations  in  Southwest  Asia  will  be 
lessened  because  of  the  resounding 
defeat  of  the  Iraqi  military  during 
Operation  Desert  Storm.  Over  the 
longer  term,  however,  a  number  of 
problems  including  the  prospect  of 
Iraqi  rearmament,  the  Arab-Israeli 
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peace  process,  and  subsequent 
reconfiguration  of  regional  security 
arrangement,  and  relationships  will 
complicate  defense  planning  and  shape 
strategic  choices  for  all  parties  in  the 
region. 

•  While  Iraq  will  require  perhaps  a 
decade  to  rebuild  its  military 
capabilities  to  prehostilities  levels, 
Baghdad  will  likely  remain  a 
disruptive  political  force  in  the  region. 
The  calculus  of  regional  security  will 
shift  as  Western  coalition  forces  draw 
down  and  political  leaders  are 
challenged  to  construct  a  more  stable 
and  predictable  regional  environment. 
The  prospect  of  regional  instability  will 
likely  remain  the  chief  cause  of  concern 
among  most  political  and  military 
decision  makers  for  at  least  the  next 
two  or  three  years. 


Across  the  Pacific 

The  divided  Korean  peninsula  stands  in 
stark  contrast  to  the  dissipating  Cold  War  in 
Europe.  However,  the  U.S.  security  burden  is 
being  eased  by  the  continuing  surge  of 
democracy,  economic  growth,  and  military 
capacity  in  South  Korea,  Our  reassessment  of 
regional  security  concerns  concluded  that  the 
United  States  could  undertake  a  prudent 
phased  series  of  steps  to  reduce  its  force 
presence  in  Korea  modestly  -  as  well  as  Japan 
and  elsewhere  in  the  Pacific  -  and  could 
initiate  a  gradual  transition  toward  a 
partnership  in  which  Republic  of  Korea  armed 
forces  assume  the  leading  role.  Should 
deterrence  fail,  however,  in-place  and 
reinforcing  U.S.  forces  would  still  be  requued. 
For  the  region  as  a  whole,  a  modest  level  of 
U.S.  military  presence  -  principally 
maritime  -  will  be  essential  to  preserve 
stability,  encourage  democracy,  and  deter 
aggression. 


The  Rest  of  the  World 

This  broad  characterization  is  not  intended 
to  either  diminish  or  denigrate  the  importance 


of  U.S.  interests,  friends,  and  allies  in  regions 
beyond  Europe,  the  Middle  East,  and  the 
Pacific.  Rather,  the  nature  and  urgency  of 
threats  beyond  those  especially  compelling 
locales  are  such  that  the  threats  can  be  dealt 
with  by  a  judicious  mix  of  active  forces 
adequate  to  protect  the  most  vital  U.S. 
interests  and  by  units  with  specialized 
capabilities  and  mobility  for  crises  at  the  lower 
end  of  the  conflict  spectrum.  The  more 
important  point  is  that  many  regional  disputes 
are  becoming  increasingly  lethal  with  the 
proliferation  of  advancing  technological 
weapons. 


THE  NEED 
FOR  OVERSEAS 
BASING 

In  August  1990,  the  President,  while 
speaking  of  our  changing  defense  strategy, 
said:  “Our  new  strategy  must  provide  the 
framework  to  guide  our  deliberate  reductions 
to  no  more  forces  than  we  need  to  guard  our 
enduring  interests— the  forces  to  exercise 
forward  presence  in  key  areas,  to  respond 
effectively  to  crises,  to  retain  the  national 
capacity  to  rebuild  our  forces  should  this  be 
needed  .  .  .  and  to  .  .  .  maintain  an  effective 
deterrent.”  This  strategy  necessitates 
maintaining  a  balance  between  Continental 
United  States  (CONUS)  basing  a:nd  overseas 
basing.  To  provide  the  foundation  for  any 
national  military  strategy,  the  military  must 
maintain  facilities  in  CONUS  for  active  and 
reserve  forces  for  such  purposes  as  strategic 
offense,  tactical  warning  and  assessment  of  an 
attack  on  the  United  States,  training,  research 
and  development,  mobilization,  maintenance 
and  supply,  homeporting,  counterdrug 
operations,  contingency  planning,  and  day-to- 
day  management  of  the  various  components  of 
the  military. 

Balancing  the  need  for  CONUS  facilities  is 
the  continuing  need  for  robust,  though 
reduced,  forward  presence.  Overseas  basing 
remains  important  to  the  execution  of 
peacetime  forwaard  presence  and  to  regional 
contingency  operations  during  crises.  Foreign 
bases  enhance  deterrence,  contribute  to 
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regional  stability,  and  facilitate  rapid  response 
by  U.S.  forces  in  meetii^  threats. 

In  both  Europe  and  Asia,  a  continuing 
forward-deployed  presence  will  be  maintained 
in  sufficient  strength  to  deter  aggression  and 
fulfill  mutual  security  treaty  obligations. 
However,  the  rapidly  changing  security 
environment  has  dictated  changes  to  the 
overseas  deployments  of  American  forces. 


Europe 

These  changes  will  be  most  noticeable  in 
Europe  where  a  dramatic  reduction  in  U.S. 
forward-based  forces  will  occur.  The  United 
States  will  continue  to  maintain  an 
appropriate  mix  of  conventional  and  nuclear 
forces,  modernized  where  necessary,  to  serve  as 
the  keystone  to  deterrence.  The  continuing 
U.S.  presence  there  signifies  our  commitment 
to  deter  aggression  and  is  vital  to  regional 
stability  in  an  uncertain  era  of  shifting 
military  balances  and  political  relationships. 
Similarly,  our  ability  to  reinforce  Europe  in  a 
crisis  and  maintain  the  necessary  and  scaled- 
back  but  ready  reception  and  basing  facilities 
there  becomes  increasii^ly  important  as  our 
forward  presence  is  reduced. 

Middle  East 
and  Persian  Gulf 

In  the  Middle  East  and  Persian  Gulf,  the 
United  States  and  its  allies  will  be  best  served 
by  a  continued,  modest  military  presence 
within  the  region.  We  have  an  enduring 
commitment  to  this  region  requiring  us  to 
restore  and  preserve  regional  stability.  It  has 
become  increasingly  clear  that  the  traditional 
terms  of  American  presence  in  the  Gulf  region 
have  been  forever  transformed,  and  future 
events  in  this  region  will  shape  the  nature  of 
U.S.  presence. 


Asia 

In  Asia,  where  potential  regional 
aggressors  have  long  presented  a  more  likely 


threat  to  stability  than  has  superpower 
competition,  some  reductions  will  occrir.  A 
10  to  12  percent  reduction  by  the  end  of  1992  in 
the  135,000  personnel  currently  forward- 
deployed  in  Asia  is  already  underway.  The 
U.S.  presence  at  bases  in  Japan,  Korea,  and 
the  Philippines  has  historically  been  accepted 
and  generally  welcomed  as  a  significant 
contribution  to  regional  stability.  Even  if  the 
U.S.  basing  structure  in  the  region  experiences 
changes  in  the  years  to  come,  continuing  U.S. 
presence  and  access  to  the  region  will  remain 
important  to  preserve  strategic  interests  and 
regional  stability. 

THE  FORCE 
STRUCTURE 

Reflecting  the  reduced  chance  of  global 
conflicts,  the  President’s  FY  1992-1993  budget 
[and  its  accompanying  Future  Years  Defense 
Program  (FYDP)]  includes  reductions  in  the 
U.S.  force  structure  that  continues  a  prudently 
phased  plan  for  reaching  the  force  targets 
established  for  the  new  strategy  and  threat 
projections.  By  the  end  of 1995,  U.S.  forces  will 
approximate  those  targets  and  be  well  below 
FY  1990  levels.  The  FY  1995  force  will  also  be 
substantially  restructured  so  as  to  support  the 
new  strategy  most  effectively  and  efficiently. 

Strategic  forces  are  programmed  to  be 
scaled  back  in  accordance  with  expectations 
regarding  arms  reductions  agreements  and  to 
enable  the  Department  of  Defense  to  maintain 
credible  strategic  deterrence  at  the  least  cost. 
Retirement  of  the  MINUTEMEN  n  force  will 
begin  in  1992.  Retirements  of  submarines 
with  the  POSEIDON  missile  will  be 
accelerated.  During  the  1990s,  the  current  mix 
of  34  POSEIDON  and  TRIDENT  submarines 
will  be  reduced  to  a  force  of  18  TRIDENT 
submarines.  Air  Force  strategic  bombers  will 
decrease  from  268  in  1990  to  181  in  1995. 

Conventional  forces  will  be  restructured  to 
include  significant  airlift  and  sealift 
capabilities,  substantial  and  highly  effective 
maritime  and  amphibious  forces,  a 
sophisticated  array  of  combat  aircraft,  special 
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operations  forces,  Marine  Corps  divisions,  and 
heavy  and  light  Army  divisions. 

Compared  to  1990  force  levels,  by  the  end 
of  FY 1995  the  Army  will  have  6  fewer  active 


divisions;  the  Navy  will  have  94  fewer  battle 
force  ships,  1  less  aircraft  carrier  and  2  fewer 
carrier  air  wings;  and  the  Air  Force  will  have 
10  fewer  tactical  fighter  wings. 
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Selection 

Criteria 


MILITARY  VALUE 

(given  priorily  consideration) 

1.  Current  and  future  mission  requirements 
and  the  impact  of  operational  readiness  of  the 
Department  of  Defense’s  total  force. 

2.  The  availability  and  condition  of  land, 
facilities,  and  associated  airspace  at  both  the 
gristing  and  potential  receiving  locations. 

3.  The  ability  to  accommodate  contingency, 
mobilization,  and  futiire  total  force  require¬ 
ments  at  both  the  existing  and  potential 
receiving  locations. 

4.  The  cost  and  manpower  implications. 


RETURN  ON 
INVESTMENT 

5.  The  extent  and  timing  of  potential  costs 
and  savings,  including  the  number  of  years, 
beginning  with  the  date  of  completion  of 
closure  or  realignment,  for  the  savings  to 
exceed  the  costs. 


IMPACTS 

6.  The  economic  impact  on  local  communities. 

7.  The  ability  of  both  the  existing  and 
potential  receiving  communities’  infra¬ 
structures  to  support  forces,  missions,  and 
persoxmel. 

8.  The  environmental  impact. 
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ADDendix  D  recommended 

CLOSURES 


Department  of 
Defense’s 
Closure 
and 

Realignment 

Recommen¬ 

dations 


Department  of  the  Army 

Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  IN 

Fort  Chaffee,  AR 

Fort  Devens,  MA 

Fort  Dix,  NJ 

Fort  McClellan,  AL 

Fort  Ord,  CA 

Harry  Diamond  Lab  Woodbridge 
Research  Facility,  VA 
Sacramento  Army  Depot,  CA 


Department  of  the  Navy 

Chase  Field  Naval  Air  Station,  TX 
Davisville  Construction  Battalion 
Center,  RI 

Himters  Point  Aimex,  CA 
Long  Beach  Naval  Station,  CA 
Moffett  Field  Naval  Air  Station,  CA 
Orlando  Naval  Training  Center,  FL 
Philadelphia  Naval  Shipyard,  PA 
Philadelphia  Naval  Station,  PA 
10  RDT&E,  Engineering  and  Fleet 
Support  Activities 
Sand  Point  (Puget  Sound)  Naval 
Station,  WA 

Tustin  Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  CA 
Whidbey  Island  Naval  Air  Station,  WA 


Department  of  the 
Air  Force 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  TX 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  TX 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  C  A 

Eaker  Air  Force  Base,  AR 

F.nglflTid  Air  Force  Base,  LA 

Grissom  Air  Force  Base,  IN 

Loring  Air  Force  Base,  ME 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  CO 

Moody  Air  Force  Base,  GA 

M3ni;le  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  SC 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Reserve  Station,  MO 
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Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Base,  OH 
Williams  Air  Force  Base,  AZ 
Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  MI 

RECOMMENDED 

REALIGNMENTS 

Department  of  the  Army 

Army  Research  Institute,  Alexandria,  VA 
Aviation  Systems  Command/Troop 
Support  Command,  St.  Louis,  MO 
Fort  Belvoir,  VA 
Fort  Detrick,  MD 
Fort  Monmouth,  NJ 
Fort  Polk,  LA 

Harry  Diamond  Laboratories,  MD 


Letterkenny  Army  Depot,  PA 
Rock  Island  Arsenal,  IL 
White  Sands  Missile  Range,  NM 


Department  of  the  Navy 

Midway  Island  Naval  Air  Facility, 

Midway 

16  RDT&E  Engineering  and  Fleet 
Support  Activities 

Department  of  the 
Air  Force 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  FL 
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Commis¬ 

sioners’ 

Biographies 


Jim  Courter,  chairman,  represented 
the  12th  district  of  New  Jersey  in  the  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives  from  1978  until 
1990.  While  in  Congress,  he  chaired  the  House 
Military  Reform  Caucus  and  served  on  the 
following  subcommittees  of  the  House  Armed 
Services  Committee:  Military  Installations 
and  Facilities,  Procurement  and  Military 
Nuclear  Systems,  and  Research  and 
Development.  In  1983  he  wrote  and 
shepherded  through  Congress  a  law  that 
created  the  Office  of  Defense  Test  and 
Evaluation,  an  ombudsman  and  advisory  office 
that  ensures  weapons  are  properly  field-tested 
before  they  are  mass-produced.  Mr.  Courter  is 
today  senior  partner  of  the  law  firm  he 
founded,  Courter,  Kobert,  Laufer,  Purcell  and 
Cohen,  in  Hackettstown,  New  Jersey. 

William  L.  Ball  III  has  been  Secretary 
of  the  Navy,  assistant  to  the  President  for 
legislative  affairs,  and  administrative 
assistant  to  Senator  John  Tower.  He  has 
served  on  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee  staff  and  in  the  U.S.  Navy.  Today, 
Mr.  Ball  is  president  of  the  National  Soft  Drink 
Association  in  Washington,  D.C. 

Howard  H.  (Bo)  Callaway  was  a 
Member  of  Congress  from  Georgia  prior  to 
serving  as  Secretary  of  the  Army.  He  was  the 
manager  of  President  Gerald  Ford’s  1976 
campaign,  and  he  is  how  chairman  of  GK)PAC 
in  Washington,  D.C.  He  is  also  the  chief 
executive  officer  and  principal  owner  of  the 
Crested  Butte  Motmtain  Resort.  He  served  in 
the  U.S.  Army  in  Korea. 

General  Duane  H.  Cassidy »  U.S. 
Air  Force  (Retired)  was  commander-in- 
chief  of  the  U.S.  Transportation  Command  and 
of  the  Military  Airlift  Command.  He  served  in 
the  Air  Force  for  more  than  30  years.  During 
this  time,  he  served  in  Vietnam,  commanded 
the  Military  Airlift  Command’s  21st  Air  Force, 
and  was  deputy  chief  of  staff  for  manpower  and 
personnel.  General  Cassidy  is  now  vice 
president  for  logistics  technology  at  CSX 
Corporation  in  Richmond,  Virginia. 
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Arthur  Levitt,  Jr*,  is  chairman  of  the 
board  at  Levitt  Media  Company,  He  founded 
the  American  Business  Conference,  was  a 
director  of  the  President’s  Private  Sector 
Survey  on  Cost  Control,  chairman  of  the 
1980  White  House  Small  Business  Conference, 
and  chairman  and  chief  executive  officer  of  the 
American  Stock  Exchange.  Mr.  Levitt  served 
in  the  U,S.  Air  Force  and  is  on  the  board  of  the 
Rockefeller  Foundation. 

James  C.  Smith  II,  P.E*,  was  a 
member  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense’s  1988 
Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and 
Closixre.  For  many  years  he  was  a  staff 
member  of  the  U.S.  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee.  Dr.  Smith  is  an  engineer  by 


training  and  served  in  the  U.S.  Army,  time 
that  included  two  tours  in  Vietnam,  Today,  he 
is  a  vice  president  of  Brown  &  Root  U.S.A., 
Inc.,  an  engineering  and  construction  company 
located  in  Houston,  Texas. 

Robert  D.  Stuart,  Jr*,  was  U.S. 
ambassador  to  Norway  from  1984  to  1989, 
after  serving  as  president,  chief  executive 
officer,  and  then  chairman  of  the  board  of  The 
Quaker  Oats  Company.  Ambassador  Stiiart  is 
president  of  the  Council  of  American 
Ambassadors,  vice  chairman  of  the  Illinois 
Commission  on  the  Future  of  Public  Service, 
and  president  of  North  Star  Investments.  He 
served  in  the  U.S.  Army  in  Europe  during 
World  War  H. 


E-2 


Commission  Staff 


Appendix  F 


Commission 

Staff 


Matthew  P.  Behrmann,  Director  of  Staff 
Paul  J.  Hirsch,  Director  of  Review  and  Analysis 
Benton  L.  Borden,  Deputy  Director  of  Review 
and  Analysis 

Cary  Walker,  Director  of  Communications 
and  Public  Affairs 

Caroline  Cimons,  Director  of  Administration 
Robert  J.  Moore,  General  Counsel 
Col.  Wayne  Purser,  USAF,  Senior  Military 
Executive^ 


PROFESSIONAL  AND 
ADMINISTRA  TIVE 
STAFF 

David  Anderson 
Rodell  Anderson^ 

Follin  Armfield 
Jill  Bates 

Jacqueline  Nguyen  Bossart 
Steven  A.  Bowers 
Roderick  M.  Bricksinl 
LtCol.  Randle  K.  Bunner,  USAF^ 

LtCol.  Michael  Burchett,  USAl 
Marvin  Casterline2 
Elizabeth  Combs 
Robert  L.  CrosslinS 
Michael  T.  Damgard 
Capt.  Tim  Fletcher,  USAF^ 

Glenn  E.  Floodl 
Kenlyn  Foster 
Kim  Fuller 
James  P.  Gallagher 
James  S.  Grichar^ 

David  Hadwiger 
Cdr.  John  Hart,  USNl 
LtCol.  John  Hertel,  USMC^ 

William  James^ 

Patricia  Keller 
Kevin  Kenneth  Kirk 
Steven  N.  Kleimant 
Col.  Warren  Lament,  USAFl 
Jill  Fredricks  Lehtonen 
Stacey  Liikens 
Margaret  McCarthy 
ErinMcElroy 
Grant  W.  McGuire 
Tobias  G.  Messitt 
Stephen  R.  Mofiitt 
William  B.  Moore3 
Clay  Nettles 
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Trevor  L.  Neve3 
John  J.  Patrick 
Suzanne  J.  Petrie 
Wendi  Lou  Petsinger 
Janies  K.  Phillips 
Kristina  £.  Potts 
J.  Robert  Reale 
Barry  D*  Rhoads 
Alonzo  Robertson 
Timothy  R.  Rupli 
Robert  W,  Salthouse^ 
Lynn  M.  Schmidt 


Paul  Sheridan 

Maj,  Thomas  L.  Snyder,  USAl 
Beverly  A.  SpaggS 
Maj.  Glenn  F.  Spears,  USAFl 
Jacob  Sprouse^ 

Priscilla  W.  Stegenga 

Alexandra  B.  Stephenson 

Richard  A.  Tendler 

Capt.  Jerry  Vernon,  CEC,  USNl 

S.  Alexander  Yellin 

David  Yentzerl 

Vic  Zangla2 


^Detailee  from  Department  of  Defense. 

2Detailee  from  General  Accounting  Office. 

^Consultant  from  Logistics  Management  Institute. 
^Detailee  from  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency. 
5  Detailee  from  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 
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Hearings 


WASHINGTON,  D.C. 
HEARINGS 

15  April  1991 

Presentation  of  Department  of  Defense 
Recommendations 

1100  Longworth  House  Office  Building 
26  April  1991 

Presentation  of  Force  Structure  Plan  and 
Department  of  Defense  Methodology 
1100  Longworth  House  Office  Building 

10  May  1991 

Presentation  on  Land  Value,  Environment,  and 
Economic  Impact 

1100  Longworth  House  Office  Building 
17  May  1991 

Presentation  of  GAO  Report  on  the  Department 
of  Defense  Analyses  Supporting  Proposed 
Closures  and  Realignments 
1100  Longworth  House  Office  Building 

21-22  May  1991 

Congressional  Testimony  on  Military  Facility 
Closures  and  Realignments 
215  Dirksen  Senate  House  Office  Buildii^ 

5  Jtme  1991 

Testimony  on  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
2167  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 

6-7  June  1991 
Commission  Deliberations 
Office  of  Thrift  Supervision 
Washington,  D.C. 

13-14  June  1991 
Commission  Deliberations 
General  Services  Administration  Building 
Washington,  D.C. 

27, 28, 30  June  1991 
Commission  Deliberations 
2167  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 
1100  Longworth  Ho\ise  Office  Building 
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REGIONAL  HEARINGS 

6-7  May  1991 

San  Francisco  Regional  Hearing 
California  Palace  of  the  Legion  of  Honor 

8  May  1991 

Los  Angeles  Regional  Hearing 
California  Museum  of  Science  and  History, 
Kinsey  Auditorium 

13  May  1991 

Denver  Regional  Hearing 
Denver  Auditorium 

14  May  1991 

Fort  Worthy  TexcLS,  Regional  Hearing 
Will  Rogers  Memorial  Center 

23  May  1991 

JacksonuiUey  Florida,  Regional  Hearing 
Prime  F.  Osborn  Convention  Center 

24  May  1991 

Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania,  Regional  Hearing 
Philadelphia  Civic  Center 

28  May  1991 

Boston,  Massachusetts,  Regional  Hearing 
State  House,  Gardner  Auditori\im 


30  May  1991 

Indianapolis  Regional  Hearing 
Indianapolis  Convention  Center 

17  June  1991 

Regional  Hearing,  Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot 
Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  San  Diego 

17  June  1991 

Regional  Hearing,  Wa$hington,D,C, 

334  Cannon  House  Office  Building 

18  Jime  1991 

RegionalHearing  —  Goodfellow  Air  Force  Base 
San  Angelo  Civic  Auditorium 

20  Jime  1991 

RegionalHearing  —  Plattsburgh  Air  Force 
Base 

Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  New  York 

21  June  1991 

Regional  Hearing  —  Naval  Air  Station 
Meridian 

Temple  Theatre,  Meridian,  Mississippi 
21  June  1991 

RegionalHearing  —  Naval  Air  Station 
Kingsville 

Kingsville  Naval  Air  Station,  TX 
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Military 

Installations 

Visited 


ARMY 

Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  IN 

Fort  Chaffee,  AR 

Fort  Devens,  MA 

Fort  Dix,  NJ 

Fort  McClellan,  AL 

Fort  Ord,  CA 

Rock  Island  Arsenal,  IL 

Sacramento  Army  Depot,  CA 

Tobyhanna  Army  Depot,  PA 


NAVY 

Hunters  Point  Annex,  CA 
Long  Beach  Naval  Shipyard,  CA 
Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Tustin,  CA 
Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  San  Diego,  CA 
Naval  Air  Development  Center, 
Warminster,  PA 

Naval  Air  Station  Chase  Field,  TX 
Naval  Air  Station  Kingsville,  TX 
Naval  Air  Station  Lemoore,  CA 
Naval  Air  Station  Meridian,  MS 
Naval  Air  Station  Moffett  Field,  CA 
Naval  Air  Station  Whidbey  Island,  WA 
Naval  Electronic  Systems 

Engineering  Center,  Charleston,  SC 
Naval  Station  Long  Beach,  CA 
Naval  Station  Philadelphia,  PA 
Naval  Station  Sand  Point,  WA 
Naval  Station  Staten  Island,  NY 
Naval  Underwater  Systems  Center, 

New  London,  CT 

Naval  Training  Center  Orlando,  FL 
Naval  Training  Center  San  Diego,  CA 
Philadelphia  Naval  Shipyard,  PA 


AIR  FORCE 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  TX 
Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  TX 
Castle  Air  Force  Base,  CA 
Eaker  Air  Force  Base,  AR 
England  Air  Force  Base,  LA 
Goodfellow  Air  Force  Base,  TX 
Grissom  Air  Force  Base,  IN 
Loring  Air  Force  Base,  ME 
Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  CO 
MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  FL 
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Moody  Air  Force  Base,  GA 
Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  SC 
Plattsbiirgh  Air  Force  Base,  NY 
Richards-Gebaur  Air  Reserve  Station,  MO 


Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Base,  OH 
Sacramento  Air  Logistics  Center,  CA 
Williams  Air  Force  Base,  AZ 
Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  MI 
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Menu  of  Options 


Base 

Category 

Study  for 

ARMY 

Close/Realign 

Close 

Army  Corps  of  Engineers* 

Fort  Richardson,  AK 

Fighting/Maneuver 

Fort  Drum,  NY 

Fighting/Maneuver 

Close 

Fort  McCoy,  WI* 

Major  Training 

To  Reserves 

Fort  Pickett,VA* 

Major  Training 

To  Reserves 

Fort  A.P.  Hill,  VA* 

Major  Training 

To  Reserves 

Fort  Indiantown  Gap,  PA* 

Major  Training 

To  Reserves 

Fort  Buchanan,  PR* 

Major  Training 

To  Reserves 

Fort  Hamilton,  NY* 

Command  and  Control 

Close/Realign 

Fort  Totten,  NY* 

Command  and  Control 

Close/Realign 

NAVY 

Close 

Long  Beach  Naval  Shipyard,  CA* 

Shipyard 

NAVSTA  Treasure  Island,  CA* 

Naval  Station 

Close/Realign 

NAVSTA  Staten  Island,  NY* 

Homeport 

Close 

NAVSTA  Pascagoula,  MS 

Homeport 

Close 

NAVSTA  Mobile,  AL 

Homeport 

Close 

NAVSTA  Everett,  WA 

Homeport 

Close 

NAVSTA  Ingleside,TX 

Homeport 

Close 

Marine  Corps  Logistics  Base,  Barstow,  CA 

Indxistrial/Depot 

Realign 

Naval  Electronic  Systems  Engineering 

Industrial/Depot 

Realign 

Center,  San  Diego,  CA 

Realign 

Naval  Aviation  Depot,  Jacksonville,  FL 

Industrial/Depot 

U.S.  Marine  Corps  Logistics  Base, 

Industrial/Depot 

Realign 

Albany,  GA 

Naval  Aviation  Depot,  Norfolk,  VA 

IndiistrialDepot 

Realign 

Naval  Aviation  Depot,  Pensacola,  FL 

Industrial/Depot 

Realign 

NAS  Meridian,  MS* 

Naval  Air  Station 

Close 

NAS  Kingsville,  TX* 

Naval  Air  Station 

Close 

NAS  Agana,  Guam 

Naval  Air  Station 

Close 

*  Indicates  Commission  continued  to  consider  base  for  closure  or  realignment  after  June  7. 
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Base 

Category 

Study  for 

NAVY  (Continued) 

Naval  Training  Center  Great  Lakes,  IL 

Training  Center 

Close/Realign 

Naval  Training  Center  San  Diego,  CA* 

Training  Center 

Close/Realign 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot, 

Training  Center 

Close/Realign 

San  Diego,  CA* 

AIRFORCE 

Goodfellow,TX* 

Training 

Close 

Plattsburgh,  NY* 

Flying/Strategic 

Close 

Gri£Bss,NY 

Flying/Strategic 

Close 

Homestead,  FL 

Flying/Tactical 

Close 

Mountain  Home,  ID 

Flying/Tactical 

Close 

MacDill,  FL* 

Flying/Tactical 

Close 

*  Indicates  Commission  continued  to  consider  base  for  closure  or  realignment  after  June  7. 
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Preface 


This  information  has  been  assembled  to  support  the  1993  Department  of 
Defense  recommendations  for  base  closures  and  realignments  inside  the  United  States. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  transmitted  his  reconunended  closures  and 
realignments  to  the  1993  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commission  and  to 
the  Congress  in  March  1993.  The  recommendations  were  also  published  in  the  Federal 
RegistCT. 

Chapter  Four  of  this  report  contains  the  statutory  recommendations,  justifications 
and  process  summaries  the  Secretary  of  Defense  transmitted  to  the  Commission,  the 
Congress,  and  the  Federal  Register  pursuant  to  Public  Law  101-510,  as  amended. 
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Executive  Summary 


Introduction 

This  report  describes  the  Department  of  Defense  recommendations  for  base 
closures  and  realignments  to  the  1993  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment 
Commission  (the  Commission).  The  recommendations  wrae  submitted  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  the  Commission  in  March  of  1993,  as  authorized  by  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1993  (Public  Law  101-510,  as 
amended).  The  recommendations  were  also  transmitted  to  the  Congress  and  filed  with 
the  Federal  Register,  as  required  by  the  Act. 

The  list  of  military  installations  inside  the  United  States  for  closure  or 
realignment  is  based  on  the  force  structure  plan  and  the  final  criteria,  as  required  by 
the  Act  The  list  includes  31  major  bases  recommended  for  closure,  12  major  bases 
recommended  for  realignment,  and  122  smaller  base  or  activity  reductions. 

These  recommendations  support  the  national  goals  of  maintaimng  milit^ 
etiectiveness  while  drawing  down  the  force,  reducing  the  deficit,  and  reinvesting  in 
America. 

The  Department  of  Defense  overall  base  closure  policy  is  an  important  part  of 
this  effort.  The  policy  has  five  compelling  charactOTstics: 

o  It  saves  money  that  would  otherwise  go  to  unnecessary  overhead. 

o  It  supports  military  effectiveness  by  reducing  the  competition  for  ever 
scarcer  resources. 

o  It  is  fair  and  objective. 

o  It  hits  bases  overseas  harder  than  those  at  home. 

o  It  supports  the  investment  necessary  to  foster  economic  growth. 

As  the  Department  implements  the  policy,  DoD  will  recognize  its  special 
obligation  to  the  people  -  military  and  civilian  ~  who  won  the  cold  war.  DoD  will 
meet  that  obligation. 
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Saving  Taxpayer  Dollars  and  Maintaining  Military  Effectiveness 

Qosing  military  bases  worldwide  saves  taxpayer  dollars;  permits  DoD  to  invest 
jn’operly  in  the  forces  and  bases  it  keeps  in  order  to  ensure  their  continued 
effectiveness;  and  frees  up  valuable  defense  assets  (people,  facilities  and  real  estate)  for 
productive  private  sector  reuse. 

The  defense  budget  will  decline  by  more  than  40  percent  in  real  terms  from 
1985  to  1997,  and  military  personnel  in  Ae  United  States  will  be  reduced  by  30 
pracent  Base  closures  have  lagged  behind  this  overall  drawdown.  No  bases  were 
closed  until  two  years  ago,  following  decisions  made  in  the  1988  and  1991  rounds  of 
base  closures.  Und^  those  two  rounds,  domestic  base  structure  was  reduced  by  only 
nine  pocent,  measured  by  plant  replacement  value. 

Plant  replacement  value  is  what  it  would  cost  to  replace  all  the  buildings, 
pavements,  and  utilities  at  a  base.  DoD  measures  its  progress  in  terms  of  plant 
replacement  value  because  it  is  a  better  measure  of  magnitude  than  simply  counting 
large  bases  and  small  bases  equally. 

Failure  to  close  bases  in  line  with  reductions  in  budgets  and  personnel 
constitutes  a  double  hit:  Resources  are  drained  into  bases  not  needed,  and,  therefore, 
resources  are  not  available  to  buy  the  things  DoD  does  need. 

The  Planned  1993  Round  of  Closures 
Will  Save  $3.1  Billion  Per  Year 

The  following  table  shows  the  costs  and  savings  associated  with  the  1993 
closures  and  realignments: 

Net  costs  in  FY  1994  through  1996  $1.7  billion 

Net  savings  in  ¥Y  1997  through  1999  $5.7  billion 

Net  savings  during  implementation  $4.0  billion 

Annual  savings  thereafter  ($FY99)  $3.1  billion 

The  1993  program,  coupled  with  the  previously  approved  1988  and  1991 
closures,  will  reduce  the  domestic  base  structure  by  about  15  percent  (measured  by 
replacement  value).  All  three  rounds  of  closures  together,  when  complete  in  1999,  will 
produce  $5.6  billion  in  annual  recurring  savings,  measured  in  FY  1999  dollars. 
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Being  Objective  and  Fair 

Congress  has  given  the  Executive  Branch  extraordinary  authority  to  close 
domestic  bases,  provided  the  Executive  Branch  follows  the  established  rules  strictly 
and  keeps  faith  with  the  Congress. 

This  means  using  an  objective,  fair  analytical  process  for  closing  bases  that  will 
withstand  scrutiny  by  the  Defense  Base  Oosure  and  Realignment  Conimission,  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  Congress  and  the  public.  The  process  which  has  worked 
well  so  far,  is  described  in  Chapter  One  of  this  report 

The  Military  Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  made  their  recommendations  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  February  22, 1993,  The  Joint  Staff  and  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  reviewed  the  recommendations  and  underlying  analyses  to  ensure 
that  the  law  and  DoD  policies  were  followed. 

The  Military  Department  and  Defense  Agency  recommendations  were  founded 
on  the  final  selection  criteria  and  a  6-year  force  structure  plan.  Chapter  Two  of  this 
report  describes  the  criteria  and  Chapter  Three  contains  the  unclassified  version  of  the 
force  structure  plan. 

The  Secretary’s  recommendations  are  consistent  with  a  six-year  force  structure 
plan.  The  plan  DoD  has  used  is  the  Bush  Administration’s  "base  force."  The  legal 
for  recommendations  precluded  DoD  from  making  changes  based  on  future 
force  reductions  not  yet  decided. 

The  "base  force"  has  twelve  active  Army  divisions;  DoD  will  have  room  to 
station  all  of  them.  It  has  twelve  carriers;  DoD  will  have  room  to  berth  all  of  them.  It 
has  1,098  active  Air  Force  fighters;  DoD  will  have  room  to  beddown  all  of  them. 

Unless  the  force  structure  is  increased  above  the  "base  force,"  DoD  has  all  the 
bases  it  needs. 

The  Department  is  confident,  therefore,  that  future  changes  will  decrease  force 
structure,  and  will  require  more,  not  fewer,  base  closures  than  those  recommended  at 
this  time.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  did  not  recommend  any  base  for  closure  that 
would  conceivably  be  kept  open  under  a  revised  force  structure  plan.  The  Secretary’s 
list  of  military  installations  inside  the  United  States  recommended  for  closure  or 
realignment,  a  summary  of  the  selection  process  that  resulted  in  each  recommendation, 
and  a  justification  for  each  recommendation  is  in  Chapter  Four  of  this  report. 
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W^le  the  recommendations  stand  on  their  own  merits,  it  is  important  to  note 
two  additional  points.  First,  with  respect  to  maintenance  depots,  there  was  not 
sufficient  time  for  the  Office  of  the  Slecretaiy  of  Defense  to  review  all  potential 
interscrvicing  i^ssibilities.  The  Secretary  suggested  that  the  Commission  examine 
those  possibilities.  Second,  some  installations  host  non-defense  government  activities, 
and  it  w^  not  possible  to  evaluate  fully  the  net  impact  of  the  recommendations  on 
those  activities.  The  Secretary  suggested  that  the  Commission  devote  some  attention  to 
those  potential  impacts. 

Considering  Regional  Impacts  Carefully 


The  Secretary  of  Defense  carefully  considered  the  regional  economic  impacts  of 
these  necessary,  yet  tough,  closure  decisions.  In  looking  at  the  regional  impacts,  the 
Secretary  considered  the  cumulative  economic  impact  of  previously  approved  closures 
as  well  as  the  ones  recommended  in  this  report  The  Secretary  was  concerned  not  only 
about  the  impacts  at  bases  on  DoD’s  1993  closure  list  but  also  about  the  effects  at 
bases  closed  by  earlier  rounds. 

Reducing  Overseas  Bases  Even  More 


DoD  is  reducing  its  mihtary  forces  and  its  overseas  base  structure  much  more 
than  in  die  U.S. 


l^D  has,  to  date,  announced  it  will  end  or  reduce  its  opnations  overseas  at  sites 
accounting  for  28  percent  of  replacement  value. 

DoD*s  plan  is  to  reduce  the  replacement  value  of  the  overeeas  base  structure  by 
35-40%  as  we  complete  our  reduction  in  personnel  stationed  ovoseas  to  about 
200,000. 

DoD  base  spending  overseas  will  also  decline  dramatically,  both  because  of 
troop  reductions  and  because  Japan  and  Korea  are  paying  an  increasing  share  of  the 
costs  of  stationing  U.S.  forces  there. 

While  DoD  will  continue  to  reduce  its  forward  deployed  forces,  those  forces 
have  played  a  fundamental  role  in  regions  vital  to  the  national  interest.  Permanently 
stationing  and  periodically  deploying  forces  overseas  have  been  key  to  averting  crises 
and  preventing  war.  They  show  our  commitment,  lend  credibility  to  our  alliances, 
enhance  regional  stability,  provide  crisis  response  capability,  and  promote  U.S. 
influence  and  access  throughout  the  world. 
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Supporting  the  Reinvestment  Necessary 
to  Restore  Economic  Growth 

aosing  domestic  bases  and  reducing  DoD’s  weapons  and  equipment  purchases 
are  critical  elements  of  a  balanced  defense  drawdown  -  one  which  will  preserve  a 
fully  capable,  albeit  smaller,  military. 

Nationally,  the  drawdown  in  defense  spending  does  not  pose  any  extraordinary 
problems  for  the  economy.  The  economic  impact  of  the  planned  drawdown  is  actually 
smaller  than  the  impacts  after  the  Korean  and  Vietnam  wars.  However,  the  impacts 
are  substantial  in  regions  where  the  local  economy  depends  heavily  on  defense 
ending. 

Closing  domestic  military  bases  is  difficult,  especially  for  the  commumties 
affected.  A  close  working  relationship  between  the  bases  and  local  commumties  is 
essential  to  helping  the  closure  process  proceed  smoothly.  Early  development  of  a 
viable  reuse  plan  speeds  the  process  immensely  and  benefits  everyone-economc 
recovery  is  expedited  and  DoD  savings  are  realized  sooner.  The  DepartmOTt  is 
committed  to  the  close  cooperation  needed  to  make  this  happen.  Chapter  Five  of  this 
report  describes  the  base  closure  implementation  process  and  the  Department  s 
programs  to  ease  the  impact 

In  particular,  DoD  can  help  support  economic  growth  by  promoting  productive 
private  sector  reuse  of  base  facilities  and  real  estate  no  longer  needed  by  defense. 

History  shows  that  most  local  communities  economically  recover  from  base 
closures  and  actually  end  up  better  off,  with  more  jobs  and  a  more  diverse  economic 
base  --  but  in  the  past  the  recovery  has  been  too  slow  and  too  costly. 

DoD  is  developing  a  new  reuse  and  reinvestment  stiategy  with  initiatives  that 
will:  close  bases  more  quickly,  thereby  making  them  available  for  reuse  more  quickly; 
promote  reuse  opportunities,  in  concert  with  local  community  efforts;  and,  ref^us 
DoD  internally  to  consider,  for  the  first  time,  the  trade-offs  between  DoD  n^ds  and 
local  community  needs.  The  law  gives  the  Secretary  of  Defense  considerable  authority 
to  decide  whether  the  land  is  sold  or  given  away,  and  to  whom  it  should  go. 

DoD’s  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment  (OEA)  spearheads  the  President’s 
Economic  Adjustment  Committee  which  focuses  Federal  assistance  programs  on 
adversely  affected  communities.  OEA  also  gives  planning  assistance  gr^ts  to  affected 
communities.  In  addition,  DoD  funds  ($80  milHon  in  FY  1993)  will  help  the 
Economic  Development  Administration  to  assist  communities. 
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^  DoD  wants  to  ensure,  wherever  possible,  diat  environmental  cleanup  is  not  a 
^er  to  economic  recovery.  DoD  has  spent  and  will  continue  to  spend  significant 
defuse  resources  on  environmental  restoration,  but  wiU  need  help  from  Congress  and 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  to  streamline  the  process. 

Lastly,  DoD  will  work  to  create,  in  coordination  with  othw  Cabinet  agencies,  a 
new  community  economic  redevelopment  fund  to  help  communities  most  affected  by 

base  closures.  The  fund  will  be  used  as  a  catalyst  to  spur  new  economic  growth 

esj^iaUy  where  recoveiy  would  be  difficult  Funding  will  be  provided  by  setting 
aside  a  portion  of  the  net  savings  from  base  closures. 

Conclusion 

Because  of  the  collapse  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  end  of  the  Cold  War,  the 
^parttiient  of  Defense  must  get  smaller.  Oosing  militaiy  bases  is  essential  to 
balancmg  the  drawdown  of  forces  and  budgets  with  infrastructure  and  overhead  costs. 

i.  .  downsizing  in  the  way  many  major  corporadons  are.  Just  as  they  are 

eliminatmg  overhead  and  closing  unneeded  plants,  so  we  are  inactivating  forces, 
din^ting  overhead  and  closing  military  bases  worldwide.  By  downsizing  this  way 
DoD  m^es  resources  av^able  to  allow  us  to  do  the  right  thing  in  Defense:  maintain 

the  quahty  of  our  people  in  uniform  and  maintain  the  technological  edge  of  their 
weiqions. 


Chapter  1 

The  Base  Closure  Process 


Public  Law  101*510 

The  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1991  (Title  XXIX  of 
Public  Law  101-510,  as  amended)  established  new  procedures  for  closing  or  realignmg 
military  installations  inside  the  United  States.  The  Act  was  amend^  by  both  the  1992 
and  1993  National  Defense  Authorization  Acts.  The  amended  Act  is  at  Appendix  A. 

The  Act  established  an  independent  Defense  Base  aosure  and  Realignment 

Commission.  The  Commission  is  charged  with  reviewing  the  base  closure  and 

realignment  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  during  calendar  years  1991, 
1993,  and  1995. 

The  Act  specifies  procedures  which  the  Congress,  the  President,  the  Department 
of  Defense  (DoD),  the  General  Accounting  Office,  the  General  Services 
Administration,  and  the  Commission  must  foUow,  in  order  for  bases  to  be  closed  or 
realigned  inside  the  United  States.  The  Act  defines  "Uni^  States"  to  be  the  50  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
American  Samoa,  and  any  other  commonwealth,  territory,  or  possession  of  the  United 
States.  The  Act  also  establishes  certain  thresholds  for  applicability  of  the  Act  to 
closures  and  realignments,  which  are  those  established  in  Section  2687,  Title  10, 

United  States  Code  (see  Appendix  B). 

1993  DoD  Base  Closure  Actions 

Public  Law  101-510  requires  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  submit  to  the  Congress 
and  the  Commission  a  force  structure  plan  for  fiscal  years  1994  through  1999.  The 
Act  requires  that  the  Secretary’s  recommendations  for  closure  or  reatignment  be  based 
on  this  force  structure  plan.  The  unclassified  version  of  the  plan  is  in  Chapter  2.  The 
complete  force  structure  plan,  which  was  provided  to  the  Commission  and  to  the 
Congress,  is  classified  SECRET. 
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Public  Law  101-510  also  requires  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  develop  criteria  to 
be  used  in  selecting  bases  for  closure  and  realignment.  In  developing  the  criteria,  the 
Secretary  was  required  to  publish  proposed  criteria  in  the  Federal  Register  and  solicit 
public  comments.  Chapter  3  describes  the  steps  taken  by  DoD  in  developing  the  final 
criteria.  The  final  criteria  were  subject  to  Congressional  review  between  February  15, 
1991,  and  March  15, 1991.  The  criteria  became  final  on  March  15,  1991. 

On  Det^ber  15, 1992,  the  Department  of  Defense  published  in  the  Federal 
Rogigto-  a  notice  that  DoD  would  use  the  final  criteria  approved  in  1991  for  the  1993 
base  closure  process. 

Under  the  law,  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  no  later  than  March  15,  1993,  can 
publish  in  the  Federal  Register  and  transmit  to  the  congressional  defense  committees 
and  the  Commission  a  list  of  military  installations  inside  the  United  States  that  the 
Secretary  recommends  for  closure  or  realignment  on  the  basis  of  the  force  structure 
plan  and  the  final  criteria.  This  rejwrt  describes  the  recommendations  the  Secretary 
made  and  transmitted  to  the  Commission,  the  congressional  defense  committees,  and 
Federal  Register  on  March  12,  1993.  The  list  of  military  installations,  the  selection 
processes,  and  the  recommendations  and  justifications  are  in  Chapter  4.  The 
Secretary’s  transmittal  letter  to  the  Commission  is  in  Appendix  C. 

The  selection  process  was  not  only  based  upon  the  force  structure  plan  and  the 
final  criteria,  but  also  upon  policy  guidance  issued  by  the  Department  of  Defense  to 
the  ^tary  Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  regarding  the  1993  base  closure  and 
realignment  analysis  process.  These  guidance  memoranda  are  at  Appendix  D. 

The  1993  Commission 

The  Defense  Base  Oosure  and  Realignment  Commission  is  established  by  law 
to  review  the  Secretary  of  Defense’s  base  closure  and  realignment  recommendations. 
The  m^bers  of  the  Commission  are  appointed  by  the  President  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  United  States  Senate. 

The  Commission  is  required  to  conduct  public  hearings  on  the 
recotiuitendations.  The  1993  Commission  must  report  to  the  President  by  July  1,  1993, 
on  its  findings,  conclusions  and  recommendations  for  closures  and  realignments  inside 
the  United  States. 

The  Commission  may  make  changes  in  any  of  the  Secretary’s  recommendations 
if  the  Commission  determines  that  the  Secretary  deviated  substantially  from  the  force 
structure  plan  and  the  final  criteria  in  making  recommendations.  The  Commission  is 
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required  to  explain  and  justify  in  its  report  to  the  President  any  recommendation  that  is 
different  from  the  recommendations  made  by  the  Secretary.  The  Commission  is 
further  required  to  base  any  change  on  the  force  structure  plan  and  the  criteria,  and  to 
publish  proposed  changes  and  to  hold  public  headings  on  those  changes. 

The  Role  of  the  General  Accounting  Office 

Public  Law  101-510  requires  the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  to  monitor 
the  activities,  as  they  occur,  of  the  Military  Departments,  the  Defense  Agencies  and  the 
Dq)artment  of  Defense  in  selecting  bases  for  closure  or  realignment  under  the  Act. 

The  GAO  is  required  to  provide  the  Commission  and  the  Congress  with  a 
detailed  analysis  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense*s  recommendations  and  selection  process. 
The  GAO  report,  due  by  April  15,  1993,  is  also  intended  to  describe  how  the  DoD 
selection  process  was  conducted  and  whether  it  met  the  requirements  of  the  Act  In 
addition,  the  GAO  is  required  to  assist  the  Cormnission,  if  requested,  with  its  review 
and  analysis  of  the  Secretary’s  recommendations. 

The  Role  of  the  President 

The  President  has  an  important  role  in  establishing  the  Commission.  The 
President  nominates  the  eight  commissioners  and  designates  the  Chairman  of  the 
Commission. 

Public  Law  101-510  specifies  that  the  President  is  to  receive  the  Commission’s 
recommended  closures  and  realignments  by  July  1,  1993.  The  President  then  approves 
or  disapproves  the  Commission’s  recommendations  by  July  15,  1993.  If  the  President 
approves  all  the  Commission’s  recommendations,  he  reports  his  approval  to  the 
Congress. 

If  the  President  disapproves  the  Commission’s  recommendations,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  he  informs  the  Commission  and  the  Congress  of  the  reasons  for  that  disapproval. 
Should  the  President  disapprove  the  Commission’s  recommendations,  the  Commission 
has  until  August  15,  1993,  to  revise  their  recommendations  and  resubmit  them  to  the 
President. 

The  President  then  approves  or  disapproves  the  Commission’s  revised 
recommendations  by  September  1,  1993.  If  the  President  approves  all  the  revised 
recommendations,  he  reports  his  approval  to  the  Congress. 
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Should  the  President  not  approve  the  revised  recomniendations  by  September  1, 
1993,  the  1993  procedures  for  selecting  bases  to  be  closed  or  realigned  under  the  Act 
would  be  traminated. 


The  Role  of  the  Congress 

The  Congress  of  the  United  States  plays  a  numba*  of  important  roles  regarding 
defense  base  closures  and  realignments.  Rrst,  Congress  passed  and  amended  Public 
Law  101-510,  which  established  the  exclusive  procedures  for  selecting  and  canying  out 
domestic  ba»  closures  and  realignments  (oto  than  minor  actions  under  section  2687; 
see  Appendix  B).  In  establishing  these  procedures,  the  Congress’  purpose  was  to 
povide  a  fair  process  that  will  result  in  the  timely  closure  and  realignment  of  military 
installations  inside  the  United  States. 

Second,  Congress  asked  the  President  in  Public  Law  101-510  to  consult  with  the 
Congressional  leadership  on  his  nominations  of  individuals  to  serve  on  the 
Commission.  In  addition,  the  United  States  Senate  is  required  to  confirm  those 
nominations. 

Third,  Congress  maintains  oversight  over  the  base  closure  procedures  through; 

o  Authority  to  disapprove  by  law  the  Secretary’s  final  criteria, 

o  Receipt  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense’s  force  structure  plan, 

o  Receipt  of  the  Secretary’s  recommended  closures  and  realignments,  and 
other  information  submitted  to  the  Commission, 

o  Receipt  of  the  General  Accounting  Office’s  report,  and 

o  The  requirement  that  the  Commission’s  proceedings,  information,  and 
deliberations  be  open,  on  request,  to  designated  Members  of  Congress. 

Fourth,  Congress  has  provided  itself  an  opportunity  to  accept  or  reject  the 
Commission’s  recommendations  in  their  entirety  by  enactment  of  a  law  under 
expedited  legislative  procedures.  Congressional  disapproval  of  the  Commission’s 
recommendations  must  be  accomplished  through  a  joint  resolution  of  disapproval.  The 
Congress  established  a  45-day  period  for  its  review,  as  computed  under  the  law.  The 
period  begins  on  the  date  the  President  transmits  his  approval  of  the  Commission’s 
recommendations. 
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Finally,  Congress  must  provide  funds  necessary  to  implement  approved  base 
closures  and  realignments. 

Implementing  Base  Closures  and  Realignments 

Chapter  5  contains  a  description  of  the  public  laws,  regulations,  and  programs 
under  which  the  Department  of  Defense  implements  approved  base  closures  or 
realignments  inside  the  United  States. 

Applicability  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

In  establishing  the  new  base  closure  and  realignment  procedures  in  Public  Law 
101-510,  the  Congress  waived  c^tain  procedural  elements  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA).  This  streamlined  the  environmental  impact 
analysis  process  associated  with  closure  and  realignment  decisions,  while  preserving  all 
responsibilities  for  cleanup  and  compliance  with  other  applicable  laws  and  regulations. 

Specifically,  Public  Law  101-510  waived  the  procedures  of  NEPA  as  it  would 
have  applied  to  the  actions  of  DoD  and  the  Commission  in  recommending  bases  for 
closure  and  realignment,  and  to  the  actions  of  the  President  in  approving  or 
disapproving  the  Commission’s  recommendations  (see  Appendix  A). 

DoD,  in  carrying  out  its  responsibilities  und^  Public  Law  101-510,  included 
environmental  impact  as  one  of  the  final  criteria  for  selecting  bases  for  closure  or 
realignment  (see  CJhapter  3).  Consequently,  while  environmental  impact  analyses  will 
not  be  accomplished  under  the  provisions  of  NEPA  for  DoD’s  recommendations,  the 
impact  on  the  environment  is  a  consideration  in  DoD’s  analysis.  DoD  wants  to  ensure, 
wherever  possible,  that  environmental  cleanup  is  not  a  barrier  to  economic  recovery. 

NEPA  wiU  apply  to  DoD’s  actions  in  disposing  of  property  and  relocating 
functions  to  receiving  bases  (see  Chapter  5). 

Overseas  Basing 

Chapter  2  contains  a  section  on  the  need  for  overseas  basing.  However,  as  the 
United  States  reduces  its  overseas  forces,  ending  or  reducing  operations  at  overseas 
sites  has  become  an  important  part  of  Defense  planning  and  budgeting. 

The  base  closure  and  realignment  procedures  established  by  Public  Law  101-510 
for  domestic  bases  do  not  apply  to  overseas  bases. 
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The  Secietaiy  of  Defense  has  the  authority  to  end  or  reduce  the  operations  of 
U.S.  forces  overseas.  The  Department  of  Defense  carries  out  these  actions  in 
consultation  with  our  allies  and  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  international  treaties  or 
host  nation  agreements. 

The  Dq)artment  of  Defense  has  established  an  ongoing  process  to  announce 
reductions  or  cessations  of  operations  overseas.  To  date,  DoD  has  announced  it  will 
end  or  reduce  its  operations  overseas  at  sites  accounting  for  28  p^icent  of  plant 
replacement  value.  As  the  U.S.  continues  to  drawdown  its  overseas  forces  over  the 
next  sevoral  years,  additional  overseas  closures  are  anticipated  which  would  bring  the 
total  drawdown  of  overseas  sites  to  35-40  percent  of  the  ov^seas  base  structure. 

Basing  overseas  is  often  different  than  basing  in  tiie  United  States.  In  the 
United  States,  the  areas  which  make  up  a  base  (operations  and  maintenance  areas, 
training  areas,  offices,  barracks,  family  housing  areas,  recreation  areas,  shopping  areas, 
etc.)  are  usually  contiguous.  Overseas,  each  area  is  often  distinct,  separate  and 
intermingled  with  local  towns,  farms  and  industrial  areas.  These  distinct  sites  are  often 
grouped  administratively  into  combinations  which  if  contiguous  would  resemble  U.S. 
bases. 


DoD’s  Worldwide  Base  Structure 

A]^ndix  E  provides  a  summary  of  DoD’s  worldwide  base  structure  and  a 
summary  of  domestic  and  overseas  base  reductions  since  1988. 
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Chapter  2 

Force  Structure  Plan 


Background 

Public  Law  101-510  requires  the  Secretaiy  of  Defense  to  submit  to  the  Congress 
and  to  the  Commission  a  force  structure  plan  for  fiscal  years  1994  through  1^99.  ^e 
Secretary  submitted  the  plan  to  Congress  and  to  the  Commission  on  March  12, 1993. 

The  force  structure  plan  which  follows  incorporates  an  assessment  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  probable  threats  to  the  national  security  during  the  fiscal  year  1994 
through  1999  period,  and  takes  into  account  the  anticipated  levels  of  funding  for  this 
period.  The  plan  comprises  three  sections: 

o  The  military  threat  assessment, 

o  The  need  for  overseas  basing,  and 

o  The  force  structure,  including  the  implementation  plan. 

The  force  structure  plan  is  classified  SECRET.  What  follows  is  the 
UNCLASSIFIED  version  of  the  plan. 

Section  I:  Military  Threat  Assessment 

The  vital  interests  of  the  United  States  wiU  be  threatened  by  regional  crises 
between  historic  antagonists,  such  as  North  and  South  Korea,  India  and  Pakistan,  and 
the  Middle  East/Persian  Gulf  states.  Also,  the  collapse  of  political  order  as  a  result  of 
ethnic  enmities  in  areas  such  as  Somalia  and  the  former  Yugoslavia  will  prompt 
international  efforts  to  contain  violence,  halt  the  loss  of  life  and  the  despuction  of 
property,  and  re-establish  civil  society.  The  future  world  military  situation  will  be 
characterized  by  regional  actors  with  modem  destructive  weaponry,  including  chemical 
and  biological  weapons,  modem  ballistic,  missiles,  and,  in  some  cases,  nuclear 
weapons.  The  acceleration  of  regional  strife  caused  by  frustrated  ethnic  and 
nationalistic  aspirations  will  increase  the  pressure  on  the  United  States  to  contnbute 
military  forces  to  international  peacekeeping/enforcement  and  humanitarian  relief 

efforts. 
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The  United  States  faces  three  types  of  conflict  in  the  coming  years:  deliberate 
attacks  on  U.S.  allies  or  vital  interests;  the  escalation  of  regional  conflicts  that 
eventually  threaten  U.S.  allies  or  vital  interests;  and  conflicts  that  do  not  directly 
threaten  vital  interests,  but  whose  costs  in  lives  of  innocents  demand  an  international 
response  in  which  the  United  States  will  play  a  leading  role. 

Across  the  Atlantic 

The  Balkans  and  parts  of  the  form^  Soviet  Union  will  be  a  source  of  major 
crises  in  the  coming  years,  as  political-ethnic-religious  antagonism  weaken  fragile  post- 
Cold  War  institutions.  These  countries  may  resort  to  arms  to  protect  narrow  political- 
ethnic  interests  or  maximize  their  power  vis-a-vis  their  rivals.  Hie  presence  of  vast 
stores  of  conventional  weapons  and  ammunition  greatly  increases  tiie  potential  for 
these  local  conflicts  to  spread.  Meanwhile,  European  NATO  allies  will  continue  to 
grapple  with  sh^nng  an  evolving  regional  security  framework  capable  of  crisis 
management  and  conflict  prevention,  as  well  as  responding  to  out-of-area 
contingencies.  These  countries  will  develop  closer  relations  with  tiie  central  East 
European  countries  of  Poland,  the  Czech  and  Slovak  Republics,  and  Hungary,  but  they 
will  be  reluctant  to  admit  the  republics  of  the  formCT  Soviet  Union  into  a  formal 
collective  defense  arrangement.  Attempts  by  these  former  Soviet  republics  to 
transform  into  democratic  states  with  market  economies  and  stable  national  boundaries 
may  prove  too  difficult  or  too  costly  and  could  result  in  a  reass^on  of 
autiiQiitarianism,  economic  collapse,  and  civil  war.  Unsettled  civil-military  relations, 
unstable  relations  between  Russia  and  Ukraine,  and  retention  of  significant  numbers  of 
nuclear  weapons  even  after  the  implementation  of  START  n,  the  continuation  of  other 
strategic  programs,  and  relatively  indiscriminate  arms  sales  will  remain  troubling 
aspects  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Independent  States. 

In  the  Middle  East,  competition  for  political  influence  and  natural  resources 
(i.e.,  water  and  oil),  along  with  weak  economies,  Islamic  fundamentalism,  and 
demographic  pressures  will  contribute  to  deteriorating  living  standards  and  encourage 
social  unrest  The  requirement  for  the  United  States  to  maintain  a  major  role  in 
Persian  Gulf  security  arrangements  will  not  diminish  for  the  foreseeable  future. 

The  major  threat  of  military  aggression  or  subversion  in  the  Persian  Gulf  region 
may  well  emanate  from  Iran.  Iran  will  find  its  principal  leverage  in  subversion  and 
propaganda,  and  in  threats  and  military  posturing  below  the  threshold  that  would 
precipitate  U.S.  intervention. 


Iraq  will  continue  to  be  a  major  concern  for  llie  region  and  the  worid.  By  the 
turn  of  the  centuiy,  Iraq  could  pose  a  renewed  regional  threat  depradmg  on  wha 
sanctions  remain  in  place  and  what  success  Iraq  has  in  circiimvtmting  the^ 

to  coiistimte  a  tesidual  threat  to  some  Gulf  states,  pamcidariy  Kuwait  Its 
miUtary  capabilities  to  threaten  other  Guif  Arab  slates  will  grow.  These  states  wiU 
neverdieless  continue  to  depend  largely  on  the  U.S.  deterrent  to  forestall  a  renew 
Iraqi  drive  for  regional  dominance. 


A  raolonged  stalemate  in  the  Middle  East  peace  process  may  1^  to  fi^w 

violence  and  threats  to  U.S.  allies  and  interests,  perhaps  accelerating  the  popuianty  of 
anti-Western  and  Islamic  radical  movements. 


Across  the  Pacific 


The  security  environment  in  most  of  Asia  risks  becoming  unstable  ^ 
remient  their  defense  poUcies  to  adapt  to  the  end  of  the  Co><< 

Soviet  empire,  the  breakup  of  the  former  Soviet  Union,  and  the  lessor  of  *e  Persian 
Gulf  War.  Political  and  economic  pressures  upon  Communist  or  authon^an  regimes 
may  lead  to  greater  instability  and  violence.  Virtually  eve^  nation  will  base^ 
strategic  calculations  on  the  premise  of  a  declining  U.S.  mihtary  presence.  The  lesser 
nations  of  Asia  will  become  increasingly  concerned  about  security  m  areas 
characterized  by  national  rivalries. 


Our  most  active  regional  security  concern  in  Asia  remains  the  military  threat 
posed  by  North  Korea  to  our  treaty  ally,  the  Republic  of  Korea.  Our  concerns  ^e 
intensified  by  North  Korea’s  efforts  to  develop  weapons  of  mass  destruction  and 

delivery  systems. 


China’s  miUtaiy  modernization  efforts  of  the  last  ^o  decades  will  produce  a 
smaller  but  more  capable  military  with  modem  combat  aircrrft,  mcluding  the  Su- 
27/ETANKER.  China  will  also  have  aerial  refueling  and  airborne  wammg  and  co 
aircraft  before  the  end  of  the  decade.  The  Chinese  Navy  wffl  have  significantly 
improved  air  defense  missile  capabilities,  antiship  missiles,  long-range  cruise  missiles 
(120  km  range),  and  a  new  submarine-launched  ^ise  missile.  By  the  end  of  the 
decade  China  also  will  have  improved  its  strategic  nuclear  forces. 


Japan’s  major  security  concerns  will  focus  primarily  on  the  potential  emergence 
of  a  reunified  Korea  armed  with  nuclear  weapons,  on  the  expandmg  Chmese  naval 
threat,  and  on  the  possibility  of  a  nationalistic  Russia. 
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In  South  Asia,  the  principal  threat  to  U,S.  security  will  remain  the  potential  of 
renewed  conflict  between  India  and  Pakistan.  While  the  conventional  capabUities  of 
both  countries  probably  will  be  eroded  by  severe  budget  pressures,  internal  security 

obligations,  and  the  loss  of  Superpower  benefactors,  India  and  Pakistan  will  still  have 
nuclear-aqiable  ballistic  missiles. 

The  Rest  of  the  World 

^  This  teoad  chai^terization  covers  regions  not  addressed  above  and  is  not 
intended  to  either  diminish  or  denigrate  the  importance  of  U.S.  interests,  friends,  and 
aUies  m  areas  beyond  Europe  and  die  Pacific. 

hi  La^  America,  democratic  foundations  remain  unstable  and  the 
democra^tion  process  will  remain  vulnerable  to  a  wide  variety  of  influences  and 
fetors  diat  could  easily  derail  it  Virtually  every  country  in  the  region  will  be 
victimi^  by  drug-associated  violence  and  crime.  Over  the  next  few  years,  the 
rapabihoes  of  almost  all  of  the  militaries  in  the  region  will  remain  static  or  decline 
despite  planned  or  ongoing  measures  to  upgrade  or  modernize  existing  inventories  or 
restructure.  A  single  exception  may  be  Chile,  which  may  see  some  force  structure 
improvements  through  the  mid-1990s. 

In  Africa,  chronic  instability,  insurgency,  and  civil  war  will  continue  throughout 
the  contment  Two  major  kinds  of  security  issues  will  dominate  U.S.  relations  with  the 
region:  noncombatant  evacuation  and  conflict  resolution.  Operations  most  likely  to 
draw  the  U.S.  military  into  the  continent  include  disaster  relief,  humanitarian 
assistance,  international  p^ekeeping,  and  logistic  support  for  allied  nulitary 
Gyrations.  Further,  conflict  resolution  efforts  will  test  the  growing  reputation  of  the 
Umted  States  for  negotiation  and  mediation. 

...  threats  to  U.S.  allies  or  vital  interests  that  would  require  a  significant 

r^itary  response  in  the  near  future  are  those  posed  by  North  Korea,  Iran,  and  Iraq. 
More  nunierous,  however,  are  those  regional  conflicts  that  would  quickly  escalate  to 
towten  vital  U.S.  interests  in  Southeastern  Europe,  Asia,  the  Middle  East,  Africa,  and 
I^tin  America.  These  conflicts  would  not  require  military  responses  on  the  order  of 
DESERT  STORM,  but  they  would  pose  unique  demands  on  the  ability  of  U.S.  Armed 
Forces  to  maintain  stability  and  provide  the  environment  for  political  solutions. 

Fmally,  there  wiU  be  a  large  number  of  contingencies  in  which  the  sheer  magnitude  of 
hunian  suffering  and  moral  outrage  demands  a  U.S.  response,  probably  in  concert  with 
the  United  Nations.  The  current  number  of  international  crises  is  unlikely  to  diminish 
before  the  end  of  this  decade,  as  many  regions  of  the  world  continue  to  suffer  the 
ravages  of  failed  economic  programs  and  nationalistic  violence. 
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Section  11:  Justification  for  Overseas  Basing 

As  we  reduce  forward-presence  forces  globally,  we  nevertheless  will  continue  to 
emphasize  the  fundamental  roles  of  forward-presence  forces  essential  to  deterring 
aggression,  fostering  alliance  relationships,  bolstering  regional  stability,  and  pro^ting 
U.S.  interests  abroad.  Forward-presence  activities  such  as  forward  basing,  rotational 
and  periodic  deployments,  exercises  and  port  visits,  military-to-military  contacts, 
security  assistance,  combatting  terrorism,  combatting  narcotrafficking,  and  protecting 
American  citizens  in  crisis  areas  will  remain  central  to  our  stability  and  U.S.  influence 
will  be  promoted  through  emerging  forward-presence  opraations.  The^  include  roles 
for  the  military  in  the  war  on  drugs  and  in  providing  humanitarian  assistance. 

Over  the  past  45  years,  the  day-to-day  presence  of  U.S.  forces  in  regions  vital  to 
U.S.  national  interest  has  been  key  to  averting  crises  and  preventing  war.  Our  forces 
throughout  the  world  show  our  commitment,  lend  credibility  to  our  aUiances,  enhance 
regional  stability,  and  provide  crisis-response  capabili^  while  promoting  U.S.  influence 
and  access.  Although  the  numbers  of  U.S.  forces  stationed  ovei^s  wm  be  reduced, 
the  credibility  of  our  capability  and  intent  to  respond  to  crisis  wUl  continue  to  depend 
on  judicious  forward  presence.  Forward  presence  is  also  vital  to  the  maintenance  of 
the  system  of  collective  defense  by  which  the  United  States  works  with  its  friends  and 
allies  to  protect  our  security  interests,  while  reducing  the  burdens  of  defense  spending 
and  unnecessary  arms  competition. 

Atlantic  Forces 

U.S.  interests  in  the  Atlantic  Regions,  including  Europe,  the  Mediterranean,  Ae 
Middle  East,  Africa  and  Southwest  Asia,  require  continuing  commitment  There  will 
be  forces,  forward  stationed  and  rotational,  with  the  capability  for  rapid  reinforcement 
from  within  the  Atlantic  region  and  from  the  United  States  and  the  means  to  support 
deployment  of  larger  forces  when  needed. 

The  end  of  the  Cold  War  has  significantly  reduced  the  requfrement  to  station 
U.S.  forces  in  Europe.  Yet  the  security  of  the  United  States  remains  linked  to  that  of 
Europe,  and  our  continued  support  of  the  Atlantic  Alliance  is  crucial.  Our  stake  in 
long-term  European  security  and  stability,  as  well  as  enduring  economic,  cultural,  and 
geopolitical  interests  require  a  continued  commitment  of  U.S.  military  strength. 

Our  forward  presence  forces  in  Europe  must  be  sized,  designed,  and  postured  to 
jweserve  an  active  and  influential  role  in  the  Atlantic  Alhance  and  in  the  future  security 
firework  on  the  continent.  The  remaining  force  of  1  Army  Corps  with  2  divisions 
and  3(+)  Air  Force  Fighter  Wing  Equivalents  (FWE)  is  a  direct  response  to  the 
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uncertainty  and  instability  that  remains  in  this  region.  In  addition,  maritime  forces 
committed  to  Europe  will  be  one  Carrier  Battle  Group  (CVBG)  and  one  Amphibious 
Ready  Group  (ARG/MEU(SCX!!!)).  These  forward-deployed  forces  provide  an  explicit 
commitment  to  the  security  and  stability  of  Europe,  and  pre-posidoned  equipment 
provides  an  infrastructure  for  CONUS-based  forces  should  the  need  arise  in  Europe  or 
elsewhere. 

The  U.S.  response  to  the  Iraqi  invasion  of  Kuwait  was  built  on  the  foundation 
of  previous  U.S.  presence  in  the  region.  Air,  ground,  and  maritime  deployments, 
coiq>led  witii  pre-position,  combined  exercises,  security  assistance,  and  infrastructure, 
as  well  as  European  and  regional  enroute  strategic  airlift  infrastructure,  enhanced  the 
crisis-response  force  buildup.  Future  presence  in  Southwest  Asia  will  be  defined  by 
ongoing  bilateral  negotiations  with  the  governments  of  the  Gulf  Cooperative  Council. 

commitment  will  be  reinforced  by  pre-positioned  equipment,  access  agreements, 
bilateral  planning,  periodic  deployments  and  exercises,  visits  by  senior  officials  and 
security  assistance. 


Pacific  Forces 

U.S.  interests  in  the  Pacific,  including  Southeast  Asia  and  the  Indian  Ocean, 
require  a  continuing  commitment.  Because  the  forces  of  potential  adversaries  in  the 
Pacific  ^  diff^ent  than  the  Atlantic,  and  due  to  the  maritime  character  of  the  area, 
U.S.  imlitary  forces  in  this  vast  region  of  major  importance  differ  from  those  in  the 
Atlantic  arena.  As  Asia  continues  its  economic  and  political  development,  U.S. 
forward  presence  will  continue  to  serve  as  a  stabilizing  influence  and  a  restraint  to 
potential  regional  aggression  and  rearmament 

Forward  presence  forces  will  be  principally  maritime,  with  half  of  the  projected 
carrier  and  amphibious  force  oriented  toward  this  area  including  one  CVBG,  ARG,  and 
Marine  Expeditionary  Force  forward-based  in  this  region.  The  improving  military 
capability  of  South  Korea  has  enabled  our  Army  forces  to  be  trinuned  to  less  than  a 
division.  One  Air  Force  FWE  in  South  Korea  and  1(+)  FWE  in  Japan  are  to  be 
forward-based  in  this  region.  In  addition,  presence  in  both  Alaska  and  Hawaii  will  be 
maintained. 


Elsewhere  in  the  World 

In  the  less-predictable  yet  increasingly  important  other  regions  of  the  globe,  the 
United  States  seeks  to  preserve  its  access  to  foreign  markets  and  resources,  mediate  the 
traumas  of  economic  and  social  strife,  deter  regional  aggressors,  and  promote  the 
regional  stability  necessary  for  progress  and  prosperity.  From  Latin  America  to  sub- 
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Saharan  Africa  to  the  far-flung  islands  of  the  world’s  oceans,  American  mihtary  men 
and  women  contribute  daily  to  the  unsung  tasks  of  nation-building,  security  assistance, 
and  quiet  diplomacy  that  protect  and  extend  our  political  goodwill  and  access  to 
foreign  maikets.  Such  access  becomes  increasingly  critical  in  an  era  of  reduced 
forward  presence,  when  forces  deploying  from  the  United  States  are  more  than  ever 
dependent  on  enroute  and  host-nation  support  to  ensure  timely  response  to  (hstant 
crises.  In  the  future,  maintaining  forward  presence  through  combined  planning  and 
excises,  pre-positioning  and  service  agreements,  and  combined  warfigh^g  doctrme 
and  interoperability  could  spell  the  difference  between  success  or  failure  in  defending 
vital  regional  interests. 


Contingency  Forces 

The  U.S  strategy  for  the  come-as-you-are  arena  of  spontaneous,  often 
unpredictable  crises  requires  fully  trained,  highly  ready  forces  that  are  rapidly 
deliverable  and  initially  self-sufficient.  Therefore,  such  forces  must  be  drawn  primarily 
from  the  active  force  structure  and  tailored  into  highly  effective  joint  task  forces  that 
capitalize  on  the  unique  capabilities  of  each  Service  and  the  qiecial  operations  forces. 
In  this  regard,  the  CINC  must  have  the  opportunity  to  select  from  a  broad  spectrum  of 
capabilities  such  asi  airborne,  air  assault,  light  infantry,  and  rapidly  deliverable  heavy 
forces  from  the  Army;  the  entire  range  of  fighter,  fighter-bomber,  and  long  range 
conventional  bomber  forces  provided  by  the  Air  Force;  carrier-based  naval  air  power, 
the  striking  capability  of  surface  combatants,  and  the  covert  capabilities  of  attack 
submarines  from  the  Navy;  the  amphibious  combat  ^wct  of  the.  Marine  Corps, 
particularly  when  access  ashore  is  contested,  which  includes  on-station  MEU(SOC)  and 
Maritime  Pre-positioning  Ships;  and  the  unique  capabilities  of  the  special  operations 
forces.  Additionally,  certain  reserve  units  must  be  maintained  at  high  readiness  to 
assist  and  augment  responding  active  units.  Reserve  forces  perform  much  of  the  lift 
and  other  vital  missions  from  the  outset  of  any  contingency  operation.  In  regions 
where  no  U.S.  forward  presence  exists,  these  contingency  forces  are  the  tip  of  the 
spear,  first  into  action,  and  followed  as  required  by  heavier  forces  and  long-term 
sustainment. 


Section  El:  The  Force  Structure  and  Implementation  Plan 


FY?2 

FY?1? 

FY97 

ARMY  DIVISIONS 

Active 

14 

12 

12 

Reserve(Cadre) 

10(0) 

6(2) 

6(2) 

MARINE  CORPS  DIVISIONS 

Active 

3 

3 

3 

Reserve 

1 

1 

1 

AIRCRAFT  CARRIERS 

13 

12 

12 

TRAINING  CARRIER 

1 

1 

1 

CARRIER  AIR  WINGS 

Active 

12 

11 

11 

Reserve 

2 

2 

2 

BATTLE  FORCE  SHIPS 

466 

427 

425 

AIR  FORCE  FIGHTERS 

Active 

lOAS 

1,098 

1,098 

Reserve 

816 

810 

810 

AIR  FORCE  BOMBERS 

242 

176 

184 

DoD  Personnd 
(End  Strength  in  thousands) 


ACTIVE  DUTY 

FY92 

FY9S 

FY97 

Army 

610 

538 

522 

Navy 

542 

490 

489 

Marine  Coips 

185 

170 

159 

Air  Force 

470 

409 

400 

TOTAL 

1,807 

1,607 

1,570 

RESERVES 

1,114 

911 

907 

CIVILIANS 

1,006 

904 

884 
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Chapter  3 

Final  Criteria 


Introduction 

Public  Law  101-510  required  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  develop  the  final 
criteria  to  be  used  in  selecting  bases  for  closure  and  realignment  The  final  criteria  are 
listed  below.  Before  developing  the  final  criteria,  the  Secretary  was  required  to 
publish  the  proposed  criteria  in  the  Federal  Register  and  solicit  public  comments. 


Proposed  Criteria 

The  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  pubUshed  the  proposed  criteria  and  requested 
public  comments  in  the  November  30, 1990,  issue  of  the  Federal  RegigtCT  (55  FR 
49679). 

The  proposed  criteria  closely  mirrored  the  criteria  established  for  the  1988 
Defense  Secretary’s  Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (See  Appendix  F 
for  a  history  of  base  closures). 

The  1988  criteria  were  developed  jointly  by  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the 
Congress,  and  were  incorporated,  by  reference,  into  Public  Law  100-526  (the  Defense 
Authorisation  Amendments  and  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act). 

The  proposed  DoD  selection  criteria  differed  in  two  ways  from  the  1988  criteria. 
The  1988  Base  Qosure  Commission  stated  that  in  their  analysis  of  the  DoD  base 
structure,  they  gave  priority  to  military  value.  DoD  agreed  and  changed  the  proposed 
criteria  accordingly.  The  1988  Commission  also  recommended  that  "payback"  not  be 
limited  to  six  years.  DoD  agreed  and  changed  the  proposed  criteria  accordingly. 

Final  Criteria 

DoD  received  169  public  comments  in  response  to  the  proposed  criteria  and 
request  for  comments.  DoD  published  the  final  criteria  in  the  February  15,  1991,  issue 
of  the  Federal  Register  (56  FR  6374).  This  Federal  Register  notice  contained  an 
analysis  of  public  comments  received  and  a  description  of  the  changes  DoD  made  to  the 
proposed  criteria  before  finalizing  them.  The  final  criteria  follow. 
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In  selecting  militaiy  installations  for  closure  or  realignment,  the  Department  of 
Defense,  giving  priority  consideration  to  military  value  (the  first  four  criteria  below), 
will  consider: 

Military  Value 

1.  The  current  and  future  mission  requirements  and  the  impact  on  operational 
readiness  of  the  Department  of  Defense’s  total  force. 

2.  The  availability  and  condition  of  land,  facilities  and  associated  airspace  at 
both  the  existing  and  potential  receiving  locations. 

3.  The  ability  to  accommodate  contingency,  mobilization,  and  future  total 
force  requirements  at  both  the  existing  and  potential  receiving  locations. 

4.  The  cost  and  manpower  implications. 

Return  on  Investment 

5.  The  extent  and  timing  of  potential  costs  and  savings,  including  the  number 
of  years,  beginning  with  the  date  of  completion  of  the  closure  or 
re^gnment,  for  the  savings  to  exceed  the  costs. 

Impacts 

6.  The  economic  impact  on  communities. 

7.  The  ability  of  both  the  existing  and  potential  receiving  communities’ 
infrastructure  to  support  forces,  missions  and  personnel. 

8.  The  environmental  impact 

1993  Criteria 

On  December  15,  1992,  DoD  published  a  notice  in  the  Federal  Register  (57  FR 
59334)  that  DoD  would  not  change  the  final  criteria  approved  in  1991,  and  would  use 
the  same  criteria  for  the  1993  base  closure  process. 


Chapter  4 

Recommendations 


Introduction 

The  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990  (Public  Law  101-510), 
as  amended,  permits  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  publish  in  the  Federal  Register  and 
transmit  to  the  Congressional  Defense  Committees  and  the  Defense  Base  Oosure  and 
Realignment  Commission  a  list  of  military  installations  inside  the  United  States  that 
the  Secretary  recommends  for  closure  or  realignment  on  the  basis  of  a  six-year  force 
structure  plan  and  final  (selection)  criteria. 

The  Secretary  is  required  by  the  law  to  include  with  the  list  of  recommendations 
published  and  transmitted:  (1)  a  summary  of  the  selection  process  that  resulted  in  the 
recommendation  for  each  installation,  and  (2)  the  justification  for  each 
recommendation. 

The  law  further  specifies  that  the  list  of  recommendations,  selection  process 
summaries  and  justifications  be  published  and  transmitted  no  later  than  March  15, 
1993.  The  following  report  satisfies  the  legal  requirements  above.  The  Secretary  of 
Defense’s  transmittal  letter  to  the  Commission  is  in  Appendix  C. 

The  1993  Department  of  Defense  Selection  Process 

The  Department  of  Defense  began  the  1993  base  realignment  and  closure 
process  in  May  of  1992.  The  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  memorandum  of  May  5, 
1992,  issued  detailed  policy,  procedures,  authorities  and  responsibilities  for  the  1993 
process. 

The  Deputy  Secretary:  gave  the  Secretaries  of  the  Military  Departments  and  the 
Directors  of  the  Defense  Agencies  the  responsibility  for  submitting  base  closure  and 
realignment  recommendations;  required  that  the  recommendations  follow  the  law,  and 
DoD  policies  and  procedures;  and  required  that  the  recommendations  be  based  on  the 
six-year  force  structure  plan  and  final  criteria. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Production  and  Logistics  was  given  the 
responsibility  to  oversee  the  1993  process,  and  the  authority  to  issue  additional 
instructions. 
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The  Assistant  Secretary  issued  a  series  of  DoD  policy  memoranda  and 
established  a  steering  committee  of  principals  from  the  Military  Departments,  Defense 
Agencies,  the  Office  of  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  the  Department  of  Defense  staff  to 
oversee  the  process. 

The  Deputy  Secretary’s  May  1992  memorandum  provided  the  Military 
Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  with  an  interim  force  structure  plan  and  selection 
criteria  so  they  could  begin  their  data  collection  and  analyses.  The  Deputy  Secretary 
issued  the  find  selection  criteria  on  December  10, 1992  and  the  final  force  structure 
plan  on  January  19,  1993. 

The  Secretaries  of  the  Military  Departments  and  Directors  of  the  Defense 
Agencies  submitted  their  base  closure  and  realignment  recommendations  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense.  The  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Production  and  Logistics 
organized  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  review  of  the  recommendations  and 
provided  a  copy  of  the  reports  received  from  the  Departments  and  Agencies  to  the 
Joint  Staff  for  their  review. 

The  Joint  Staff  reviewed  the  recommendations  from  a  warfighting  perspective  to 
ensure  they  would  not  harm  the  military  capabilities  of  the  armed  services.  The 
Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  supported  the  recommendations  without 
objection. 

Key  staff  elements  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  reviewed  the 
recommendations,  from  their  perspective,  to  ensure  they  would  not  harm  essential 
training  and  support  capabilities. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Production  and  Logistics  reviewed  the 
recommendations  to  ensure:  all  eight  selection  criteria  were  considered;  the 
recommendations  were  consistent  with  the  force  structure  plan;  the  prescribed  DoD 
policies  and  procedures  were  followed;  and  the  analyses  were  objective  and  rigorous. 

After  careful  review  of  the  submissions,  and  after  careful  review  of  comments 
received  from  other  offices  within  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Production  and  Logistics  provided  his  conclusions  and 
recommendations  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense.  Included  in  the  decision  package  for  the 
Secretary  was  an  analysis  of  the  cumulative  economic  impact  of  the  recommendations, 
factoring  in  the  economic  impact  of  previously  approved  1988  and  1991  closures  and 
realignments. 
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The  Secretary  approved  the  recommendations  of  the  Military  Departments  and 
Defense  Agencies,  with  the  modifications  recommended  by  the  Assistant  Secretary. 

While  the  recommendations  stand  on  their  own  merits,  it  is  important  to  note 
two  additional  points.  F^t,  with  respect  to  maintenance  depots,  there  was  not 
sufficient  time  for  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  review  ^  potential 
intcrserviciing  possibilities.  The  Secretary  suggested  that  the  Commission  should 
y.Tatninft  those  possibilities.  Slecond,  some  installations  host  non-defense  government 
activities,  and  it  was  also  not  possible  to  evaluate  fully  the  net  impact  of  the 
recommendations  on  those  activities.  The  Secretary  suggested  that  the  Commission 
devote  some  attention  to  those  potential  impacts. 

The  list  of  military  installations  inside  the  United  States  approved  by  the^ 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  closure  or  realignment  follows.  Summanes  of  the  Mihtary 
Department  and  Defense  Agency  selection  processes,  recommendations  and 
justifications  follow  the  list. 

The  1991  Commission,  in  making  recommendations  to  the  President,  raised  four 
areas  of  special  interest  regarding:  MCAS  Tustin,  CA;  depot  workload  competition; 
hospitals;  and  the  Defense  Finance  and  Accounting  Service.  The  Department’s 
response  to  these  Commission  recommendations  is  in  Appendix  G. 

Lastly,  at  Appendix  H,  are  the  preliminary  miUtary  and  civilian  personnel 
impacts  by  State  for  the  1993  base  closure  and  realignment  recommendations. 
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1993  List  of  Military  Installations 
Inside  the  United  States  for  Closure  or  Realignment 


Part  I:  Major  Base  Closures 


Army 


Fort  McQellan,  Alabama 
Vint  Hill  Farms,  Virginia 


Navy 


Naval  Station  Mobile,  Alabama 

Mare  Island  Naval  Shipyard,  Vallejo,  California 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station  El  Toro,  California 

Naval  Air  Station  Alameda,  California 

Naval  Aviation  Depot  Alameda,  California 

Naval  Hospital  Oakland,  California 

Naval  Station  Treasure  Island,  San  Francisco,  California 

Naval  Supply  Center  Oakland,  California 

Naval  Training  Center  San  Diego,  California 

Naval  Air  Station  Cecil  Reid,  Rorida 

Naval  Aviation  Depot  Pensacola,  Rorida 

Naval  Training  Center  Orlando,  Rorida 

Naval  Air  Station  Barbers  Point,  Hawaii 

Naval  Air  Station  Glenview,  Illinois 

Naval  Electronic  Systems  Engineering  Center,  St  Inigoes,  Maryland 

Naval  Air  Station  Meridian,  Mississippi 

Naval  Air  Station  South  Weymouth,  I^sachusetts 

Naval  Station  Staten  Island,  New  York 

Aviation  Supply  Office,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 

Charleston  Naval  Shipyard,  Sou^  Carolina 

Naval  Station  Charleston,  South  Carolina 

Naval  Air  Station  Dallas,  Texas 

Naval  Aviation  Depot  Norfolk,  Virginia 
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Air  Force 


Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Florida 
K.I.  Sawyer  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan 

Newark  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio  tii-  • 

O’Hare  International  Airport  Air  Force  Reserve  Station,  Chicago,  Illinois 


Defense  Logistics  Agency 

Defense  Electronics  Supply  Center,  Dayton,  Ohio 
Defense  Personnel  Support  Center,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 

Part  II:  Major  Base  Realignments 


Army 


Fort  Monmouth,  New  Jersey 
Letterkenny  Army  Depot,  Pennsylvania 
Tooele  Army  Depot,  Utah 
Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia 


Navy 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut 

Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center  (Dahlgren)  While  Oak  Detachment,  White  Oak, 
Maryland 

1st  Marine  Corps  District,  Garden  City,  New  York 

Naval  Education  and  Training  Center,  Newport,  Rhode  Island 

Naval  Air  Station  Memphis,  Teimessee 


Air  Force 


March  Air  Force  Base,  California 
McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New  Jersey 
Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  New  York 
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Part  III:  Smaller  Base  or  AcUvity  Closures^  Realignments, 
Disestablishments  or  Relocations 


None 


Anny 


Navy 

Naval  CWa  Engineering  Laboratory,  Port  Hueneme,  California 
Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  Western  Engineering  Field 
Division,  San  Bruno,  California 
Planning,  Estimating,  Repair  and  Alterations  (Surface)  Pacific, 

San  Francisco,  California 
Public  Works  Center  San  Francisco,  California 
Naval  Electronic  Security  Sys.  Engineering  Ctr.,  Washington,  D.C. 

Naval  Hospital  Orlando,  Florida 
Naval  Supply  Center  Pensacola,  Florida 

Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center  -  Carderock,  Ann^x)lis  Detachment, 

Annapolis,  Maryland 

Navy  Radio  Transmission  Facility,  Annapolis,  Maryland 
Sea  Automated  Data  Systems  Activity,  Indian  Head,  Maryland 
Naval  Air  Facility  Detroit,  Michigan 
Naval  Air  Facility,  Midway  Island 

Submarine  Maintenance,  Engineering,  Planning  and  Procurement, 

Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire 

Naval  Air  Warfare  Center  -  Aircraft  Division,  Trenton,  New  Jersey 
DoD  Fai^y  Housing  Office,  Niagara  Falls,  New  York 
Naval  Air  Technical  Services  Facility,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 
Planning,  Estimating,  Repair  and  Alterations  (Surface)  Atlantic  (H(^, 
Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 

Naval  Electronic  Systems  Engineering  Center,  Charleston,  South  Carolina 
Naval  Hospital  Charleston,  South  Carolina 
Naval  Supply  Center  Charleston,  South  Carolina 

Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center  -  Port  Hueneme,  Virginia  Beach  Detachment, 
Virginia  Beach,  Virginia 

Navy  Radio  Transmission  Facility,  Driver,  Virginia 
Naval  Undersea  Warfare  Center,  Norfolk  Detachment,  Norfolk,  Virginia 
Planning,  Estimating,  Repair  and  Alterations  (Surface)  Atlantic,  Norfolk,  Virginia 
Planning,  Estimating,  Repair  and  Alterations  (CV),  Bremerton,  Washington 
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Nflvv  Narional  Capital  Region  (NCT't  Activities 


Security  Group  Command.  Security  Group  Stadon,  and  Security  Group  Detachment, 
Potomac,  Washington,  DC 

Bureau  of  Navy  Personnel,  Arlington,  Virginia  (including  the  Office  of  Military 
Manpower  Management,  Arlington,  Virginia) 

Naval  Air  Systems  Command,  Arlington,  Virginia 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  Alexandria,  Virginia 
Naval  Sea  Systems  Command,  Arlington,  Virginia  i>_:  • 

Naval  Supply  Systems  Command,  Arlington,  Virginia  (including  Defense  luting 
Office,  Alexandria,  Virgima  and  Food  Systems  Office,  Arlington,  Virginia) 
Naval  Recruiting  Command,  Arlington,  Virginia 
Tactical  Support  Office,  Arlington,  Virginia 

Navv/Marine  Reserve  Activities 

Naval  Reserve  Centers  at: 

Gadsden,  Alabama 
Montgomery,  Alabama 
Fayetteville,  Arkansas 
Fort  Smith,  Arkansas 
Pacific  Grove,  California 
Macon,  Georgia 
Terre  Haute,  Indiana 
Hutchinson,  Kansas 
Monroe,  Louisiana 
New  Bedford,  Massachusetts 
Pittsfield,  Massachusetts 
Joplin,  Missouri 
St.  Joseph,  Missouri 
Great  Falls,  Montana 
Missoula,  Montana 
Atlantic  City,  New  Jersey 
Perth  Amboy,  New  Jersey 
Jamestown,  New  York 
Poughkeepsie,  New  York 
Altoona,  Pennsylvania 
Kingsport,  Tennessee 
Memphis,  Tennessee 
Ogden,  Utah 
Staunton,  Virginia 
Parkersburg,  West  Virginia 
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Naval  Reserve  Facilities  at: 


Alexandria,  Louisiana 
Midland,  Texas 

Navy/Marine  Corps  Reserve  Cent^  at: 

Fort  Wayne,  Indiana 
Billings,  Montana 
Abilene,  Texas 

Readiness  Command  Regions  at: 

Olathe,  Kansas  (Region  18) 

Scotia,  New  York  (Region  2) 

Ravenna,  Ohio  (Region  5) 

Defense  Logistics  Agency 

Defense  Distribution  Depot  Oakland,  California 

Defense  Distribution  Depot  Pensacola,  Florida 

Defense  Contract  Management  District  Northcentral,  Chicago,  Illinois 

Defense  Logistics  Service  Center,  Battle  Creek,  Michigan 

Defense  Contract  Management  District  Midatlantic,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 

Defense  Distribution  Depot  Letterkenny,  Pennsylvania 

Defense  Logistics  Agency  Clothing  Factory,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 

Defense  Distribution  Depot  Charleston,  South  Carolina 

Defense  Distribution  Depot  Tooele,  Utah 

Defense  Contract  Management  District  West,  El  Segundo,  California 
Defense  Reutilization  and  Marketing  Service,  Battle  Creek,  Michigan 
Defense  Industrial  Supply  Center,  Pennsylvania 

DoD  Data  Center  Consolidation 

Army  Data  Processing  Centers 

None 
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Navy  Data  Processing  Centers 

Facilities  Systems  Office,  Port  Hueneme,  California 

Fleet  Industrial  Support  Center,  San  Diego,  California 

Naval  Air  Warfare  Center,  Weapons  Division,  China  Lake,  Caltfomia 

Naval  Air  Warfare  Center,  Weapons  Division,  Point  Mugu,  Califomia 

Naval  Command  Control  &  Ocean  Surveillance  Center,  San  Diego,  Califomia 

Navy  Regional  Data  Automation  Center,  San  Francisco,  California 

Naval  Computer  and  Telecommunications  Station,  San  Diego,  California 

Bureau  of  Naval  Personnel,  Washington,  DC 

Naval  Computer  &  Telecommunications  Station,  Washington,  DC 

Naval  Air  Station,  Key  West,  Florida 

Naval  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Florida 

Naval  Computer  and  Telecommumcation  Station  Pensacola,  Florida 
Trident  Refit  Facility,  Kings  Bay,  Georgia 

Naval  Computer  &  Telecommunications  Area  Mast^  Station,  EASTPAC 
Pearl  Harbor,  Hawaii 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Pearl  Harbor,  Hawaii 

Enlisted  Personnel  Management  Center,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana 

Naval  Computer  &  Telecommunications  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana 

Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick,  Maine 

Naval  Air  Warfare  Center,  Aircraft  Division,  Patuxent  River,  Maryland 
Aviation  Supply  Office,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 
Naval  Supply  Center,  Charleston,  South  Carolina 
Naval  Air  Station,  Oceana,  Virginia 

Naval  Computer  &  Telecommunications  Area  Master  Station,  Atlantic, 
Norfolk,  Virginia 

Navy  Data  Automation  Facility,  Corpus  Chnsti,  Texas 
Navy  Recruiting  Command,  Arlington,  Virgiiua 
Naval  Supply  Center,  Norfolk,  Virginia 
Naval  Air  Station,  Whidbey  Island,  Washington 
Naval  Supply  Center,  Puget  Sound,  Washington 
Trident  Refit  Facility,  Bangor,  Washington 

Marine  Corps  Data  Processing  Centers 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro,  Califomia 
Regional  Automated  Services  Center,  Camp  Pendleton,  Califomia 
Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina 
Regional  Automated  Services  Center,  Camp  Lejeune,  North  Carolina 
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Air  Force  Data  Processing  Centers 

Regional  Processing  Center,  McQellan  AFB,  California 
Air  Force  Military  Personnel  Center,  Randolph  AFB,  Texas 
Computer  Service  Centra-,  San  Antonio,  Texas 
7th  Communications  Group,  Pentagon,  Arlington,  Virginia 

Defense  Logistics  Agency  Data  Processing  Centers 

Information  Processing  Centra,  Battle  Creek,  Michigan 
Information  Processing  Centra,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 
Information  Processing  Center,  Ogden,  Utah 
Information  Processing  Centra,  Richmond,  Virginia. 

Defense  Information  Systems  Agency  Data  Processing  Centers 

Defense  Information  Technology  Service  Organization,  Indianapolis  Information 
Processing  Center,  Indiana 

Defense  Information  Technology  Sravice  Organization,  Kansas  City  Information 
Processing  Center,  Missouri 

Defense  Information  Technology  Service  Organization,  Columbus 
Annex  (Dayton),  Ohio 


Part  IV:  Changes  to  Previously  Approved  BRAC  88t91 
Recommendations 


Army 

Rock  IslMd  Arsenal,  Illinois  (AMCCOM  remains  at  Rock  Island, 

Illinois  instead  of  moving  to  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama) 

Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  California  (6th  Army  relocates  to  NASA  Ames,  California 
vice  Ft  Carson,  Colorado) 

Letterkenny  Army  Depot,  Pennsylvania  (Systems  Integration  Management  Activity- 
East  remains  at  Letterkenny  Army  Depot,  Pennsylvania  vice  Rock  Island, 
Dlinois) 
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Navy 


Marine  Corps  Air  Station  Tustin,  CA  (Substitute  NAS  Miramar  for  Marine  Corps  A^ 
Station  29  Palms  as  one  receiver  of  Marine  Corps  Air  Station  Tustin  s  assets) 

Hunters  Point  Annex  to  Naval  Station  Treasure  Island,  California  (Retain  no  facilities, 
dispose  vice  outlease  all  property) 

Naval  Weapons  Evaluation  FaciHty,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  (retain  as  a  tenant  of 
the  Air  Force) 

Naval  Electronics  Systems  Engineering  Center.,  San  Diego,  CA  (Consolidate  with 

Naval  Electronics  Systems  Engineering  Center,  Vallejo,  CA,  into  available  Air 
Force  space  vice  new  construction) 

Naval  Mine  Warfare  Engineering  Activity,  Yorktown,  VA  (Realign  to  Panama  City,  FI 
vice  Dam  Neck,  VA) 


Air  Force 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  California  (B-52  Combat  Crew  Training  redirected  from 
Fairchild  AFB  to  Barksdale  AFB  and  KC-135  Combat  Crew  Training  from 
Fairchild  AFB  to  Altus  AFB). 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California  (940th  Air  Refueling  Group  redirected  from 
McClellan  AFB  to  Beale  AFB). 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Florida  (Airfield  does  not  close.  482nd  Fighter  Wing 
(AFRES)  is  reassigned  from  Homestead  AFB  and  operates  the  airfield. 

Joint  Communications  Support  Element  stays  at  MacDill  vice  relocating  to 
Charleston  AFB). 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois  (Metals  Technology  and  Aircraft  Structural 

Maintenance  training  courses  from  Chanute  to  Sheppard  AFB  redirected  to 
NAS  Memphis). 

Air  National  Guard  Base,  OMo  (Retain  121st  Air  Refueling  Wing  and 
the  160th  Air  Refueling  Group  in  a  cantonment  area  at  Rickenbacker  instead  of 
Wright-Patterson  AFB.  Rickenbackw  AGB  does  not  close.) 
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Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Texas  (704th  Fighter  Squadron  and  924th  Rghter  Group 
redirected  from  Bergstrom  AFB  to  Carswell  AFB  cantonment  area). 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Texas  (Fabrication  function  of  the  436th  Training  Squadron 
redirected  from  Dyess  AFB  to  Luke  AFB,  maintenance  training  function 
redirected  from  Dyess  AFB  to  Hill  AFB). 
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Department  of  the  Army 
Summary  of  Selection  Process 


Introduction 

The  Army  is  reducing  its  force  structure  and  tailoring  its  base  structure  in  light 
of  changes  in  the  world  situation  and  the  reduction  in  resources  devoted  to  national 
defense.  By  1997,  the  Army  will  have  12  active  divisions,  2  fewer  than  1992.  The 
end  strength  of  the  Army  wiU  decline  by  14.4  percent,  with  the  majority  of  that  decline 
overseas,  assuming  the  decline  continues. 


The  Selection  Process 

The  Army’s  base  closure  selection  process  was  a  structured  three  phase 
assessment  Phase  I  entailed  grouping  installations  in  like  categories  and  analyzing 
them  for  military  value,  and  identifying  candidates  to  be  studied  by  the  Total  Army 
Basing  Study  (TABS)  group.  In  Phase  H,  the  Army  used  analytical  tools  to  identify 
and  develop  alternatives  which  result  in  the  approved  Department  of  the  Army 
recommendations  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense.  Phase  ID  provides  support  to  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment 
Commission. 

The  first  step  in  Phase  I  included  a  review  of  legislative  and  Departmental 
guidance  to  ensure  that  it  was  properly  reflected  in  the  Army’s  process.  The  study 
group  then  developed  five  measures  to  use  in  assessing  the  military  value  of  Army 
installations.  The  Army  determined  that  mission  essentiality,  mission  suitability, 
operational  efficiency,  quality  of  life  and  expandability  would  provide  the  appropriate 
linkage  to  the  DoD  criteria.  To  add  merit  to  these  measures,  weights  were  assigned  to 
reflect  the  relative  importance  of  each  measure  in  order  to  assess  the  installations. 

The  Army  then  developed  eleven  categories  of  installations  and  grouped  the 
installations  by  like  missions,  capabilities,  and  characteristics  to  facilitate  the 
assessment  of  military  value.  Installations  that  are  closing  or  inactivating  as  a  result  of 
1988  and  1991  Commissions’  recommendations  were  not  included.  Attributes  were 
developed  to  support  the  measures  of  merit  and  weights  assigned  for  each  attribute  to 
reflect  their  relative  importance  within  the  associated  measure  of  merit. 
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To  standardize  data  collection,  specific  guidance  was  provided  to  the  major 
commands  that  defined  the  procedures,  formats,  measures,  attributes,  and  weights  to  be 
used  for  assessing  each  installation’s  military  value.  Qualitative  assessments  of  each 
installation’s  military  value  were  also  prepared.  These  assessments  provided  a  starting 
point  for  evaluating  the  Army’s  base  structure— they  did  not  produce  a  decision  on 
which  bases  should  be  closed  or  realigned. 

The  next  part  of  the  analysis  identified  study  candidates.  The  DoD  Force 
Structure,  Army  basing  strategy,  MACOM  reshaping  proposals,  military  value 
assessments,  approved  Defense  Management  Review  Decisions,  and  other  studies  were 
used  to  formulate  a  set  of  possible  candidates.  The  list  of  study  candidates  was 
t^jproved  by  the  Under  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  Vice  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army. 

Next,  the  study  candidates  were  examined  to  identify  specific  alternatives.  Each 
alternative  was  developed,  analyzed,  refined,  and  documented  based  on  feasibility, 
affordability,  socioeconomic  impacts,  and  environmental  impacts.  The  Army  analyzed 
each  alternative  using  the  Cost  of  Base  Realignment  Actions  (COBRA)  model,  the 
DoD  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment  impact  model,  and  internal  feasibility  and 
affordability  evaluations.  Each  alternative  was  presented  to  the  Army’s  Program 
Budget  Conunittee,  the  Select  Committee  comprised  of  the  most  senior  military  and 
civilian  officials  from  the  Army  staff  and  Secretariat,  and  the  Acting  Secretary  of  the 
Army  for  review  and  approval  of  the  recommendations. 

The  Acting  Secretary  of  the  Army,  with  the  advice  of  the  Chief  of  Staff  of  the 
Army,  nominated  bases  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  for  closure  or  realignment  based 
on  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan  and  the  final  criteria  established  under  Public  Law 
101-510,  as  amended. 
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Department  of  the  Army 
Recommendations  and  Justifications 


Fort  George  B.  McClellan,  Alabama 

Recommendation;  Qose  Fort  McOellan.  R^oe^ U  S- A™? „ 
Military  Police  Schools  and  the  Department  of  Defense  Polygraph  Institute 
Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri.  Transfer  accountability  for  Pelham  Range  md  other 
required  training  support  faciUties.  through  Ucensing,  to  the  Army  Nation^  Guard. 
Retain  an  enclave  for  the  U.S.  Army  Reserves.  Retain  the  capability  for  hve-agent 
training  at  Foit  McClellan. 

Justification:  Fort  McQeUan  has  the  least  amount  of  facilities  and  sinallest 

population  of  any  of  the  Army’s  individual  entry  training/branch  school 
Md  was  accordingly  ranked  ninth  in  a  category  of  thirteen  installations.  'Di^  of  the 
thirteen  installations  tied  for  the  thirteenth  position  and  were  later  removed  from 
further  consideration  as  a  result  of  a  specific  capability  needed  to  support  nussion 
Tequirements.  The  tenth  installation  in  this  category  was  not  considered  for  closure 
because  it  controls  airspace,  airfields,  and  aviation  facilities  which  represent  umque 

assets  to  the  Army. 

Collocation  of  the  chemical,  military  police,  and  engineer  schools  prwides 
substantial  advantages  for  operational  linkages  among  the  three  br^ches.  The^ 
linkages  enable  the  Army  to  focus  on  the  doctrinal  and  force  development  of  three  key 
maneuver  support  elements.  Synergistic  advantages  of  training  and  professional 
development  programs  are:  coordination,  employment,  and  removal  of  obstacles; 
conduct  of  river  crossing  operations;  internal  security/nation  assist^ce  operations; 
operations  in  rear  areas  or  along  main  supply  routes;  and  counter  drug  operations.  The 
missions  of  the  three  branches  will  be  more  effectively  integrated. 

Each  school  develops  doctrine,  training,  leadership,  organization  and  material 
products  which  are  technical  in  nature  and  proponent  specific.  The  only  place  to 
thieve  integration  is  at  the  combined  arms  level.  Using  the  op^rtumty  to  collocate 
these  schools  will  assure  synergistic  solutions  for  current,  emerging,  and  future 
challenges. 
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This  recommendation  is  a  change  to  the  recommendation  made  to  the  1991 
Commission  that  was  disapproved.  The  1991  Commission  rejected  this 
recommendation  because  they  found  the  Army  substantially  deviated  from  criterion  1 
and  criterion  2.  TTieir  rationale  questioned  the  Army’s  decision  to  maintflin  the 
Chemical  Decontamination  Training  Facility  (CDTF)  in  caretaker  status  because  it 
could  contribute  little,  if  any,  to  chemical  defense  preparedness  and  the  CDTF  could 
not  be  reactivated  quickly. 

The  Army’s  proposal  to  close  Fort  McClellan  diff^s  in  two  req)ects.  First,  the 
DODPI  will  relocate  to  Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Nfissouri,  instead  of  Fort  Huachuca, 
Arizona,  and  second,  the  Army  will  retain  the  capability  to  continue  live-agent  training. 
Subsequent  to  the  1991  Commission’s  decision,  the  Army  conducted  an  in-depth  study 
of  the  value  of  live-agent  training.  Die  study  affirmed  its  military  value.  The  Army’s 
nuclear,  biological  and  chemical  readiness  training  is  interwoven  throughout  all  training 
and  included  at  all  levels  of  command.  Operations  in  a  potentially  hostile  chemical 
environment  are  an  integral  part  of  individual  and  collective  skills  training,  and 
routinely  practiced  during  unit  field  training  exercises.  By  maintaining  the  capability 
for  chemical  live-agent  training  at  Fort  McClellan,  the  Army  will  continue  to  provide 
realistic  chemical  preparedness  training.  A  robust  chemical/biological  rfftfensf.  is  a  vital 
part  of  a  three-pronged  effort,  including  arms  control  and  conventionalAiuclear 
deterrence.  The  Army  is  the  only  SCTvice  that  conducts  live-agent  training;  and  it  will 
continue  this  training.  The  Air  Force  has  indicated  its  desire  to  collocate  its  disaster 
preparedness  technical  training  with  the  Army’s  Chemical  School  at  Fort  Leonard 
Wood;  the  Army  supports  this  initiative. 

The  Army  provides  live-agent  training  not  only  for  Army  personnel 
(approximately  4(XX)  students  per  year),  but  also  for  other  Services,  the  State 
Department,  and  even  foreign  countries  (approximately  600  students  per  year).  This 
training  usually  involves  two  days  at  the  CDW  while  other  training  is  conducted  at 
other  facilities  of  the  Chemical  School.  The  CDTF  will  remain  part  of  the  C!hemical 
School,  even  though  it  is  being  operated  at  another  location.  Although  it  is  feasible  to 
replicate  this  facility  at  Fort  Leonard  Wood,  maintaining  the  existing  facility  affords 
the  same  capability  without  any  additional  construction. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  closure  arc 
approximately  $111  million.  Annual  steady  state  savings  are  about  $31  million,  with  a 
return  on  investment  in  three  years. 


38 


Impacts:  The  closure  of  Fort  Mcaellan  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  20  percent  of  the 
employment  base  in  the  Anniston  MetropoUtan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic 
recovery.  There  is  no  significant  environmental  impact  resulting  from  this  closure. 
Pelham  Range,  the  site  of  most  of  the  contamination,  will  be  retained.  Environniental 
restoration  will  continue  until  complete.  There  are  no  known  obstacles  in  the  ability  of 
the  receiving  community’s  infrastructure  to  support  this  recommendation. 


Vint  Hill  Farms,  Virginia 

R^nmmendatinn!  Close  Vint  Hill  Farms.  Relocate  the  maintenance  and  repair 
function  of  the  Intelligence  Material  Management  Center  (IMMC)  to  Tobyhanna  Army 
Depot,  PA.  Transfer  the  remaining  elements  of  IMMC,  the  Si^al  Warfare 
Directorate,  and  the  program  executive  officer  (PEO)  for  Intelligence  and  Electronic 
Warfare  (lEW)  to  Fort  Monmouth,  NJ. 

Justification:  Vint  Hill  Farms  ranked  low  in  military  value  wit^  its  category.  With 
the  departure  of  the  military  intelligence  battalion  and  its  consolidation  at  Fort  Gordon, 
GA,  Vint  Hill  Farms  is  underutilized.  It  was  determined  that  Vint  Hill  Farms  could  be 
closed  and  its  functions  pterformed  elsewhere.  Qosure  of  this  installation  supports  the 
Army’s  basing  strategy  to  consolidate  similar  functions  and  close  small  installations 
when  feasible  to  do  so.  Moving  its  activities  to  Fort  Monmouth  enhances  the 
synergistic  effect  of  research  and  development  for  communication  electromcs  and 
intelligence  electronics  warfare.  Collocation  at  Fort  Monmouth  also  facilitates  the 
interaction  between  the  Program  Managers  and  Program  Executive  Officers  that 
currently  reside  at  Fort  Monmouth,  thereby  creating  greater  military  value  in  this 
category. 

Consolidating  research  and  development  will  achieve  greater  efficiencies  in  the 
areas  of  mission,  mission  overhead,  and  base  operations.  This  allows  the  Army  to 
reduce  costs,  giving  the  flexibility  to  put  scarce  resources  into  the  research  and 
development  arena  that  significantly  contributes  to  overall  readiness. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  closure  are 
approximately  $72  million.  Annual  steady  state  savings  are  about  $19  mOlion,  with  a 
return  on  investment  in  three  years. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  Vint  HiU  Farms  wiU  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  13  percent  of  the 
employment  base  in  the  Fauquier  County  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 


39 


economic  recovery.  There  are  no  known  environmental  inq)ediments  from  this  closure. 
Environmental  restoration  will  continue  until  complete.  There  are  no  known  obstacles 
in  the  ability  of  the  receiving  community’s  infrastructure  to  support  this 
recommendation. 


Fort  Monmouth,  New  Jersey 

Recommendation:  Realign  Fort  Monmouth.  Relocate  the  headquarters  of  U.S.  Army 
Communications  Electronic  Command  (CECOM)  from  leased  space  outside  Fort 
Monmouth  to  Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Illinois  and  transfer  the  Chaplain  School  to  Fort 
Jackson,  South  Carolina.  Consolidate  activities  to  maximize  utilization  of  main  post 
Fort  Monmouth.  Dispose  of  excess  facilities  and  real  property  at  Evans  and  Charles 
Woods  sub  posts,  as  well  as  main  post.  Fort  Monmouth. 

Justification:  Fort  Monmouth  ranks  fourth  out  of  twelve  installations  in  military 
value.  It  is  a  small  installation  with  elements  located  off  base  in  costly  leased  space. 
Relocating  the  CECOM  Headquarters,  an  administrative  and  logistical  headquarters, 
from  leased  facilities  located  outside  the  main  post  of  Fort  Monmouth,  New  Jersey  to 
prananent  facilities  at  Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Illinois  allows  the  Army  to  tmninate  a 
lease  of  $15  milhon  per  year  with  additional  savings  of  ovct  $8  million  per  year  in 
locality  pay  differential  for  the  civilian  workforce.  At  the  same  time  it  bettor  utilizes 
the  excess  space  identified  at  Rock  Island.  Separating  the  headquarters  and 
admimstrative  function  from  the  research  and  development  aspect  of  CECOM  will  not 
have  an  operational  impact 

Rock  Island  Arsenal  has  the  infrastructure  to  support  and  house  the  headquarters 
element  of  CECOM.  Currently,  Rock  Island  has  administrative  space  to  accommodate 
rq>proximately  1,000  additional  persoimel  and  permanent  building  space  that  can  be 
renovated  to  accommodate  even  more  personnel.  The  computer  system  center  on  the 
arsenal  is  one  of  the  Army’s  largest  and  can  accommodate  the  ne^s  of  the 
headquarters. 

The  Rock  Island  community  infrastructure  can  accommodate  the  new  residents 
without  the  need  to  construct  new  schools,  new  wat^  and  sewer  facilities  or  other 
public  facilities.  There  is  abundant  housing  at  reasonable  costs  and  excellent  access  to 
higher  education,  both  at  the  graduate  and  undergraduate  level. 

Fort  Jackson  trains  about  one  half  of  the  basic  trainees  and  is  the  largest  recruit 
training  center.  It  is  also  the  home  of  the  Soldier  Support  Center,  which  is  relocating 
from  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison.  The  report  to  the  1991  Commission  describing  the 
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proposed  closure  of  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison  stated  that  the  Army  planned  to  collocate 
the  Chaplain  School  with  this  Center  eventually.  Hie  transfer  of  the  Chaplain  School 
to  Fort  Jackson  benefits  not  only  the  Chaplain  School’s  students,  but  also  the  large 
population  of  basic  trainees  who  are  beginning  a  new  career  in  the  Army,  many  of 
whom  are  separated  from  their  families  for  the  first  time.  The  Chaplain  School  and  its 
staff  of  chaplains  will  facilitate  the  trainees*  transition  to  the  Army  life. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  reahgnment  are 
s^proximately  $93  million.  Annual  steady  state  savings  arc  about  $20  milbon,  with  a 
return  on  investment  in  three  years. 

Impacts:  The  realignment  of  Fort  Monmouth  will  have  an  impact  on  the  loc^ 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and^  indirect,  is  3 
percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Monmouth  County  Metropolis  Statistical 
Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  This  potential  job  loss  is  partially  offset  by  the 
proposed  movement  of  personnel  to  Fort  Monmouth  from  Vint  HiU  Farms.  There  are 
no  known  environmental  impediments  from  this  reahgnment.  Environmental 
restoration  will  continue  until  complete.  There  arc  no  known  obstacles  in  the  ability  of 
the  receiving  community’s  infrastructure  to  support  this  recommendation. 


Letterkenny  Army  Depot,  Pennsylvania 

Recommendation:  Realign  Letterkenny  Army  Depot  (LEAD)  by  reducing  it  to  a 
depot  activity  and  placing  it  under  the  command  and  control  of  Tobyhanna  Army 
Depot,  PA.  Relocate  the  maintenance  functions  and  associated  workload  to  other 
depot  maintenance  activities,  including  the  private  sector.  Retain  the  conventional 
ammunition  storage  mission  and  the  regional  Test  Measurement  and  Diagnostic 
Equipment  (TMDE)  mission.  Change  the  recommendation  of  the  1991  Commission 
regarding  Letterkenny  as  follows.  Instead  of  sending  Systems  Integration  Management 
Activity  East  (SIMA-E)  to  Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Illinois,  as  recommended  by  the  1991 
Commission,  retain  this  activity  in  place.  Retain  the  SIMA-E  and  the  Information 
Processing  Center  at  Letterkenny  until  the  Defense  Information  Systems  Agency 
(DISA)  completes  its  review  of  activities  relocated  under  Defense  Management  Review 
Decision  (DMRD)  918.  The  activities  of  the  depot  not  associated  with  the  remaining 
mission  will  be  inactivated,  transferred  or  otherwise  eliminated.  Missile  maintenance 
workload  will  not  consolidate  at  Letterkenny,  as  originally  planned.  However,  Depot 
Systems  Command  will  relocate  to  Rock  Island  Arsenal,  where  it  will  consolidate 
under  the  Industrial  Operations  Command  there,  as  approved  by  the  1991  Commission. 
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Jus^cation:  The  decision  to  realign  LEAD  was  driven  by  the  results  of  the 
Chainnan,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  triennial  review  of  roles  and  inissions  in  the 
^partinent  of  Defense.  As  part  of  this  review,  the  Chairman  chartered  the  Depot 
^ntenancc  Consolidation  Study.  TTie  study  identified  a  significant  amount  of  excess 
depot  c^iacity  and  duplication  among  the  Sk^ces. 

Tte  Army  has  concluded  that  the  projected  ground  systems  and  equipment 
depot  maintenance  workload  for  fiscal  year  1999  is  not  sufficient  to  maintain  all  of  the 
ground  systems  and  equipment  depots. 

In  drawing  the  conclusion  to  downsize  LEAD,  the  Army  considered  the 
foUowing  factors:  relative  military  value  of  the  depots;  the  future  heavy  force  mix- 
reduced  budget;  workforce  skills;  excess  capacity;  abiUty  of  the  depots  to 

accommodate  new  workload  levels;  the  proximity  of  the  depots  to  the  heavy  forces  in 
Ae  U.S.;  and  the  resulting  savings. 

SIN^-E  p^orms  computer  systems  design  and  data  management  functions  for 
a  vanety  of  activities.  This  organization  is  transferring  to  the  Defense  Information 
Systems  Agency  (DISA)  in  1993.  Retention  keeps  this  activity  focused  regionally 
upon  the  customer.  SIMA-West  is  located  in  St.  Louis  and  supports  functions  in  the 
western  portion  of  the  U.S.  DISA  advised  the  Army  that  there  were  no  advantages  or 
sa^ngs  firom  a  relocation  to  Rock  Island  Arsenal,  IL.  Less  than  25%  of  the  work 

^orn^  by  SIMA-E  is  associated  with  the  Industrial  Operations  Command  at  Rock 
Island  Arsenal. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  realignment  are 
api^oximately  $106  million.  Annual  steady  state  savings  are  about  $30  million,  with 
an  immediate  return  on  investment 

Impacts:  The  realignment  of  Letterkenny  Army  Depot  will  have  an  impact  on  the 
local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect  is  7 
percent  of  the  emplo^ent  base  in  the  Franklin  County  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area, 
^suming  no  economic  recovery.  There  are  no  significant  environmental  impediments 
from  this  realignment  Environmental  restoration  will  continue  until  complete.  There 
are  no  known  obstacles  in  the  ability  of  the  receiving  community’s  infrastructure  to 
support  this  recommendation. 
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Tooele  Army  Depot,  Utah 


Recommendation:  Realign  Tooele  Army  Depot  (TEAD)  by  reducing  it  to  a  depot 
activity  and  placing  it  under  the  conunand  and  control  of  Red  ^ver  Amy  Depot,  TX. 
Retain  conventional  ammunition  storage  and  the  chemical  denuhtarization  inission. 

The  depot  workload  will  move  to  otha:  depot  maintenance  activities,  including  the 
private  sector.  The  activities  of  the  depot  not  associated  with  the  remaining  mission 
will  be  inactivated,  transferred  or  eliminated,  as  appropriate. 

Justification:  The  decision  to  realign  TEAD  was  driven  by  the  results  of  the 
rhairman,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  triennial  review  of  roles  and  missions  in  the 
Department  of  Defense.  As  part  of  this  review,  the  Chaim^  chartered  the  Depot 
Maintenance  Consolidation  Study.  The  study  identified  a  significant  amount  of  excess 
depot  capacity  and  duplication  among  the  Services. 

The  Army  has  concluded  that  the  projected  ground  systems  and  ^uipment 
depot  maintenance  workload  for  fiscal  year  1999  is  not  sufficient  to  maintain  all  of  the 
ground  systems  and  equipment  depots. 

In  drawing  the  conclusion  to  downsize  TEAD,  the  Army  considered  the 
following  factors:  relative  military  value  of  the  depots;  the  future  heavy  force  mix; 
reduced  budget;  workforce  skills;  excess  capacity;  ability  of  the  depots  to 
accommodate  new  workload  levels;  the  proximity  of  the  depots  to  the  heavy  forces  m 
the  U.S.;  and  the  resulting  savings. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  realignment  are 
approximately  $74  million.  Annual  steady  state  savings  are  about  $51  million,  with  an 
immediate  return  on  investment 

Impacts:  The  reatignment  of  Tooele  Army  Depot  will  have  an  imp^t  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect  is  28 
percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Tooele  County  Metropolitan  Statistical  ^ea, 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  There  are  no  sign^icant  environinental  impediments 
fi-om  this  realignment.  Environmental  restoration  will  continue  until  complete.  There 
are  no  known  obstacles  in  the  ability  of  the  receiving  community’s  infrastructure  to 
support  this  recommendation. 
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Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia 


Recommendation:  Realign  Fort  Belvoir  as  follows:  disestablish  the  Belvoir  Research, 
Development  and  Engineering  Center  (BRDEC),  Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia.  Relocate  the 
Supply,  Bridging,  Counter  Mobility,  Water  Purification,  and  Fuel/Lubricant  Business 
Areas  to  the  Tank  Automotive  Research,  Development  and  Engmemng  Cent^ 
(TARDEC),  Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan.  Transfn'  command  and  control  of  the  Physical 
Security,  Battlefield  Deception,  Electric  Power,  Remote  hfine  Detection/Neutralization, 
Environmental  Controls  and  Low  Cost/Low  Obs^ables  Business  Areas  to  the  Night 
Vision  Hectro-Optics  Directorate  (NVEOD)  of  the  Conununication  and  Electronics 
Research,  Development  and  Engineering  Center  (CERDEC),  Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia. 

Justification:  In  July  1992,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  requested  that  the  Army 
Science  Board  appoint  a  panel  of  members  and  consultants  to  conduct  a  review  of  the 
Army  Materiel  Command  Research,  Development  and  Engineering  Center  (RDEC) 
busing  plans.  Specifically,  the  Secretary  requested  the  panel  detramine  which  RDEC 
ctq>abilities  the  Army  can  afford.  The  panel  based  its  findings  on  an  objective 
assessment  of  the  missions,  functions,  business  areas,  core  c{q)abilitles,  customs  needs 
and  major  fields  of  technical  endeavor  of  each  RDEC  measured  against  at  least  the 
following  criteria  to  determine  which  RDEC  capabilities  are  essential  and  affordable: 

-  relevance  to  the  Army  customer, 

-  availability  from  other  sources; 

-  R&D  quality; 

-  in-house  cost  and  efficiency. 

The  study  identified  technical  areas  to  be  emphasized,  deemphasized  or 
eliminated.  Areas  identified  for  elimination  are  tunnel  detection,  materials,  marine 
craft,  topographic  equipment,  support  equipment  and  construction  equipment  The 
Army  Science  Board  panel  recommended  the  closure  of  the  Belvoir  RDEC  and 
dispersal  of  the  business  areas  that  were  not  recommended  for  elimination. 

The  relocation  of  the  Supply,  Bridging,  Counter  Mobility,  Water  Purification, 
and  Fuel/Lubricant  business  areas  to  TARDEC  is  consistent  with  the  conclusions  of  the 
Army  Science  Board  Study.  There  is  a  synergy  between  these  functions  and  the 
mission  of  building  military  vehicles.  For  example,  the  Bridging  area  requires  heavy 
vehicles  such  as  tanks  and  heavy  mobile  logistics  to  move  across  demountable  bridges 
and  li|ht  spans.  Supply,  Fuel/  Lubricants  and  Counter  Mobility  also  complement  the 
mission  of  TARDEC.  The  relocation  of  the  Fuel/Lubricant  business  area  as  part  the 
DoD  Project  Reliance  has  commenced. 
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The  transfer  of  operational  control  of  the  Physical  Security,  Battlefield 
Deception,  Blectric  Power,  Remote  Mine  Detection/Neutralization,  Environmental 
Controls  and  Low  Cost/Low  Observables  Business  Areas  from  the  Belvoir  RDEC  to 
the  Night  Vision  Electro-Optics  Directorate  (NVEOD)  of  the  Communication  and 
Electronics  Research,  Development  and  Engineering  Center  (CERDEC),  also  legated  in 
the  sanift  general  area  of  Fort  Belvoir  supports  the  study  recommendations,  while 
avoiding  any  additional  costs. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  action  are 
approximately  $11  million.  Annual  steady  state  savings  are  about  $13  million,  with  an 
immediate  return  on  investment 

Impacts:  The  realignment  of  Fort  Belvoir  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  less  than  1  percent 
of  the  employment  base  in  the  Washington,  DC-Maiyland-Virginia  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Tho'e  are  no  known  obstacles  in  the 
ability  of  the  receiving  community’s  infrastructure  to  support  this  recommendation. 


Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Illinois 

Recommendation:  Change  the  recommendation  of  the  1991  Comnussion  regarding 
Rock  Island  Arsenal,  IL,  as  follows.  Instead  of  sending  the  materiel  management 
functions  of  U.S.  Army  Armament,  Munitions  and  Chemical  Command  (AMCCOM) 
to  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama,  as  reconunended  by  die  1991  Base  Closure 
Commission,  reorganize  these  functions  under  Tank  Automotive  Command  (TACOM) 
with  the  functions  remaining  in  place  at  Rock  Island  Arsenal,  IL. 

Justification:  Under  the  Commission’s  recommendation  in  1991,  the  materiel 
management  functions  for  AMCCOM’s  armament  and  chemic^  functions  were  to  be 
transferred  to  Redstone  Arsenal  for  merger  with  U.S.  Army  Missile  Command 
(MICOM).  The  merger  would  have  created  a  new  commodity  command  to  be  called 
the  Missile,  Armament  and  Chemical  Command  (MACCOM).  This  merger  allowed 
one  national  inventory  control  point  (NICP)  to  be  eliminated. 

In  December  1992,  the  Commander  of  Army  Materiel  Conunand  (AMC) 
directed  that  the  command’s  Core  Competency  Advocates  (Logistics  Power  Projection, 
Acquisition  Excellence,  Technology  Generation)  review  the  creation  of  MACCOM  to 
see  if  there  was  a  more  cost  effective  option  to  reahgn  Redstone  Arsenal.  These 
competency  advocates  recommended  that  the  AMCCOM’s  materiel  management 
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functions  should  remain  in  place  as  a  subset  of  the  NICP  at  TACOM.  A  closer 
alignment  exists  between  the  armaments  and  chassis  functions  than  between  armaments 
and  missiles,  making  the  reorganization  under  TACOM  more  beneficial  and  cost 
effective  for  the  Army: 

-  AMCCOM  performs  approximately  $50  million  and  500  work  years  for  Tank 
Automotive  Command’s  research  and  development  effort  compared  to  only  $9  million 
and  90  woikyears  for  Missile  Command. 

-  AMCCOM  receives  $29  million  from  TACOM  vmus  $0.1  million  from 
MICOM  for  sustainment. 

-  AMCCOM  and  TACOM  jointly  produce  all  tanks,  howitz^,  and  infantry 
vehicles.  AMCCOM  and  MICOM  do  not  jointly  produce  any  weapon  systems. 

-  AMCCOM  and  TACOM  use  common  contractors  and  universities. 

-  AMCCOM  and  TACOM  jointly  field,  manage,  and  sustain  common  weapon 
systems. 


-  AMCCOM  and  TACOM  share  common  business  practices. 

-  Guns  have  their  fire  control  sensors  and  computers  in  the  vehicle  and  require 
extensive  joint  integration,  as  AMCCOM  and  TACOM  do  now.  Missiles  have  their 
sensors  and  fire  control  in  the  missile  and  are  easi^  to  mount  on  a  vehicle,  as  MICOM 
and  TACOM  do  now. 

The  Army  believes  that  the  armament/chemical  materiel  management  functions 
can  be  fully  executed  from  Rock  Island  Arsenal  without  relocating.  There  is 
precedence  for  geographic  dispersion  of  NICP  functions.  The  U.S.  Communications- 
Electronic  Command  NICP  is  currently  performed  at  three  separate  sites. 

Retention  of  this  activity  at  Rock  Island  Arsenal,  as  a  subordinate  element  of  the 
TACOM  NICP,  avoids  the  expense  of  building  new  facilities  at  and  relocating  over 
1,000  employees  to  Redstone  Arsenal. 

Return  on  Investment:  Implementing  this  recommendation  will  avoid  approximately 
$44  million  while  incurring  no  costs.  Annual  steady  state  savings  of  about  $1  million 
are  anticipated  from  efficiencies  gained  from  additional  reductions  in  personnel. 

Impacts:  There  are  no  environmental  or  community  infrastructure  impediments  from 
this  recommendation. 
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Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  California 


RpfOTnmpndatinii!  Change  the  recomniendation  of  the  1988  Commission  regarding 
the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  as  follows:  relocate  Headquarters,  Sixth  U.S.  Army  from 
Presidio  San  Francisco  to  NASA  Ames,  CA,  instead  of  Ft  Carson,  CO,  as  originaUy 
jqiproved  by  the  Defense  Secretary’s  Conunission  on  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  in 

1988. 

Justification:  The  1988  Base  Qosure  Commission  recommended  closing  the  Presidio 
of  San  Francisco.  As  a  result  of  this  closure,  the  Army  identifred  Fort  Carson, 
Colorado,  as  the  receiver  of  the  6th  Army  Headquarters.  Since  then,  Ae  1991  B^e 
Closure  Commission  recommended  several  closures  and  realignments  in  California  that 
did  not  have  the  capacity  to  receive  functions  or  p^sonnel  in  the  1988  process. 

During  the  Army’s  capacity  analysis  they  identified  available  space  at  NASA  Ames 
(formerly  NAS  Moffett)  which  could  accept  the  6th  Army  Headquarters.  As  part  of 
their  analysis,  the  Army  determined  that  the  military  value  of  retaining  this 
headquarters  within  California  is  significantly  enhanced  as  it  provides  the  best 
available  location  necessary  to  exercise  command  and  control  of  all  the  reserve  umts 
within  its  area  of  responsibility.  These  reasons  are  as  follows: 

(a)  Seventy-five  percent  of  the  reserve  units  within  Sixth  Army’s  area  of 
responsibility  are  located  on  the  West  Coast; 

(b)  The  principle  ports  of  debarkation  for  the  West  Coast  are  Seattle,  Oakland, 
and  Long  Beach; 

(c)  The  West  Coast  is  prime  territory  for  military  assistance  to  civil  authorities. 
It  is  the  area  with  the  highest  probability  of  natural  disaster  and  is  an  area  where 
substantial  drug  enforcement  missions  are  taking  place; 

(d)  Timeliness/location  is  the  critical  element  that  may  separate  success  from 
failure. 

Additionally,  recent  experiences  with  Operation  Desert  Shield/  Desert  Storm,  natural 
disasters,  and  civil  disturbances  have  pointed  out  the  need  to  keep  the  headquarters  on 
the  West  Coast. 
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Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-tiiiie  costs  for  this  relocation  are 
approximately  $9  million.  This  relocation  will  avoid  the  expenditure  of  $36  million  at 
Fort  Carson. 

Impacts:  Thm  is  no  significant  environmental  impact  resulting  from  this  relocation. 
Environmental  restoration  will  continue  until  complete.  There  are  no  known  obstacles 
in  the  abiliQ^  of  the  receiving  community’s  infrastructure  to  support  this 
reconunendkion. 
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Department  of  the  Navy 
Summary  of  Selection  Process 


Introduction 

By  1997,  the  Navy  will  have  12  aircraft  carriers  and  11  active  earner  air  wings 
-  one  fewer  aircraft  carrier  and  one  fewer  carrier  air  wing  Aan  1992.  Navy  battle 
force  ships  will  decline  from  466  to  425,  a  9  percent  reduction.  The  Navy  will  also 
have  53,000  fewer  active  duty  personnel,  a  10  percent  reduction.  The  Marine  Corps 
will  undergo  a  14  percent  reduction  in  active  duty  personnel.  These  factors,  which  will 
continue  to  decline  through  1999,  require  a  reduction  in  the  Navy  and  Marine  Corps 
base  structure. 

The  Navy’s  basing  structure  is  focused  primarily  on  homeporting  active  and 
reserve  ships,  and  carrier  air  wings.  The  Marine  Corps  basing  structure  is  focused 
primarily  on  support  of  the  Marine  Expeditionary  Forces.  The  base  structure  also 
provides  the  requisite  training,  logistics,  depot  maintenance,  housing  and  related 
support.  Forward  deployment  operations,  supported  by  a  few  overseas  bases,  and  the 
domestic  base  structure  allow  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  forces  to  respond  to  the  full 
spectrum  of  international  conflict 


The  Selection  Process 


The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  established  a  Base  Structure  Evaluation  Committee, 
responsible  for  preparing  recommendations  for  closure  or  realignment  of  Naval 
installations.  The  Committee  was  tasked  to  develop  categories  of  installations; 
determine  whether  excess  capacity  exists,  and  develop  methodologies  to  reduce  it  The 
Committee  was  responsible  for  evaluating  return  on  investment  economic  and 
community  impacts,  and  for  developing  recommendations  for  closure  or  realignment  to 

the  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

The  Committee  was  supported  by  the  Base  Structure  Analysis  Tern  which 
developed  data  calls,  recommended  analytical  methodologies  and  maintained  the  Base 
Structure  Data  Base.  The  Analysis  Team  developed  the  Navy’s  Internal  Control  Plan 
which  specified  organizational  and  documentation  controls  for  managing  the  procep. 

A  key  element  of  the  Internal  Control  Plan  was  the  involvement  of  the  Naval  Audit 
Service.  The  Audit  Service  served  as  a  technical  advisor  to  the  Committee,  validating 
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the  procedures  used  to  build  the  database  and  auditing  data  to  determine  the  method  of 
collection,  its  accuracy,  and  the  level  of  compliance  throughout  the  chain  of  command. 
The  Intnnal  Control  Plan  also  established  the  procedures  necessary  to  create  an  audit 
trail  to  document  the  Navy  process.  One  of  the  most  significant  controls  was  the 
requirement  to  keep  minutes  of  each  deliberative  meeting  of  the  Committee. 

In  accordance  with  PL  101-510,  as  amended,  the  Navy  employed  a  "bottom  to 
top"  data  certification  policy.  That  meant  that  the  individual  initially  generating  the 
data  in  response  to  a  data  call,  executed  the  initial  statutory  certification  and,  thereafter, 
the  data  was  recertified  at  each  succeeding  level  of  the  chain  of  command  before  the 
data  was  provided  to  the  Committee  for  inclusion  in  the  database.  The  Navy’s  Audit 
S^ice  and  its  General  Counsel  ensured  compliance. 

The  Conunittee  detramined  that  installations  fell  into  three  categories:  (1) 
providing  support  to  military  personnel  (personnel);  (2)  providing  weapon  systems  and 
material  support  (materials);  and  (3)  providing  shore  support  to  Navy  and  Marine 
Corps  (^)CTational  forces  (forces).  Within  these  three  categories,  activities  were 
grouped  into  a  variety  of  subcategories.  Several  of  these  subcategories  were  divided 
into  furtiiOT  sub-elements  for  purposes  of  analysis.  Within  these  subcategories  are  the 
individual  Navy  or  Marine  Corps  installations  reviewed  by  the  Committee. 

At  least  two  data  calls  were  sent  to  each  installation;  one  for  data  relating  to 
capacity  and  the  other  for  data  relating  to  military  value.  These  data  calls  were 
prepared  by  the  Analysis  Team  with  the  assistance  of  technical  experts  in  the  various 
disciplines  and  approved  by  the  Committee.  The  responses  to  the  data  calls,  having 
been  properly  cer^ed,  were  entered  into  the  database  and  formed  the  sole  basis  for 
the  Committee’s  recommendations. 

The  next  step  was  to  determine  whether  there  was  excess  capacity  in  any  given 
subcategory,  and  if  so,  to  what  extent.  If  there  was  no  meaningful  excess  capacity  in  a 
subcategory,  no  installation  in  that  subcategory  was  considered  further  for  closure  or 
realignment  If,  on  the  other  hand,  a  subcategory  had  sufficient  excess  capacity,  the 
Committee  evaluated  the  military  value  of  each  installation  in  the  subcategory. 

The  edacity  analysis  used  the  certified  data  call  responses  to  develop 
throughputs  as  the  basic  indicator  of  capacity.  For  example,  the  key  indicator  for 
training  centers  was  the  average  number  of  students  on  board.  Similarly,  for 
operational  air  stations,  the  basic  throughput  indicator  was  the  number  of  squadrons 
that  could  be  hosted  in  terms  of  apron  space,  hangers  and  runways.  A  comparison  was 
made  between  the  maximum  available  t^oughput  and  that  required  by  the  DoD  Force 
Structure  Plan.  When  the  available  throughput  exceeded  the  force  structure 
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requirement,  the  Committee  detomined  there  was  excess  capacity.  In  subcategories  in 
which  thane  was  either  no  or  minimal  excess  capacity,  the  Committee  determined  that 
furdiOT  analysis  for  military  value  was  not  warranted. 

t  * 

Whenever  the  capacity  analysis  indicated  the  presence  of  more  than  minimal 
excess  edacity  within  a  particular  subcategory,  each  installation  in  that  subcategory 
was  subjected  to  a  military  value  analysis.  The  Committee  categorized  the  four  DoD 
military  value  criteria  as  readiness,  facilities,  mobilization  capability,  and  cost  and 
manpower  implications.  For  each  of  the  four  major  categories  of  military  value,  the 
Committee  assigned  a  weight  so  that  the  sum  of  the  weights  equalled  100,  and  these 
weights  were  applied  to  the  military  value  analyses  for  each  installation  in  the 
subcategories  within  that  category. 

The  Analysis  Team  prepared  a  series  of  questions  or  statements  which  the 
Conunittee  placed  in  one  of  three  scoring  bands  depending  on  their  level  of 
importance.  Each  question  or  statement  was  then  given  a  numerical  scoring  range,  by 
the  Committee,  depending  on  the  band  in  which  it  was  placed  (i.e..  Band  1:  6-10 
points;  Band  2:  3-7  points;  Band  3:  1-4  points).  The  Committee  reviewed  the 
responses  from  each  installation  within  that  subcategory.  If  the  response  contained 
data  which  affirmatively  answered  the  subject  matt^,  that  installation  received  the 
weighted  point  total  for  that  question.  The  total  point  score  for  each  installation  was 
determined  by  simple  addition  of  the  weighted-average  points  received. 

The  next  step  was  to  develop  closure  and  realignment  scenarios  with  the  use  of 
a  computer  model.  The  goal  of  the  model  was  to  find  that  set  of  installations  in  a 
subcategory  which  achieved  the  maximum  reduction  of  excess  capacity  and,  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable,  resulted  in  an  average  military  value  equal  to  or  greater 
than  all  installations  currently  in  that  subcategory. 

Not  all  scenarios  were  limited  to  installations  in  a  single  subcategory.  For 
instance,  in  the  case  of  naval  bases,  berthing  of  ships  was  the  prime  throughput  indicia 
for  analysis.  Since  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Alameda,  is  the  homeport  for  two  aircraft 
carriers,  it  was  also  considered  in  the  configuration  analysis  of  the  "naval  bases" 
subcategory  along  with  installations  such  as  Naval  Base,  Norfolk. 

Rules  for  the  computer  model  were  developed  so  that  the  model  would  not  run 
unconstrained.  For  example,  left  to  run  without  guidance,  the  model  might  identify  a 
set  of  bases  which  eliminated  excess  capacity  but  which  bore  little  resemblance  to 
operational  realities.  Therefore,  the  model  was  given  some  rules,  which,  in  the  case  of 
naval  bases  for  example,  included  the  rule  that  ships  were  to  be  split  between  the 
Atlantic  and  Pacific  Heets  in  the  ratios  reflected  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1994-1995 
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President’s  Budget  Submission.  In  every  case  whoe  rules  were  imposed,  the 
Committee  reviewed  them  stringently  to  ensure  that  only  the  minimum  number  of  rules 
needed  to  operate  the  model  were  prescribed  so  the  results  would  not  be  artificially 
skewed. 

The  con^uter  model  resulted  in  finding  that  mix  of  installations  which  resulted 
in  the  maximum  reduction  of  excess  ct^acity  without  regard  to  the  installation’s 
military  value.  If  that  mix  resulted  in  an  av^ge  military  value  which  was  less  than 
that  for  the  current  list  of  installations,  the  compute  was  asked  to  search  for  an 
al^uative  mix  which  raised  the  average  military  value  with  the  minimum  decrease  in 
the  reduction  of  excess  capacity. 

The  computer  models  were  the  starting  point  for  the  application  of  military 
judgment  in  the  analysis  of  potential  closure  or  realignment  scenarios.  For  example,  in 
the  configuration  analysis  for  naval  bases,  the  model  satisfied  its  requirement  to  reduce 
c^>acity  by  identifying  as  excess  the  capacity  at  both  of  the  Naval  Station  and  the 
Submarine  Base  at  Pearl  Harbor.  The  Committee  determined  that,  as  a  matter  of  naval 
pesence  in  the  Pacific  theat^,  it  was  more  important  for  military  value  to  retain  the 
forward  capability  in  the  Pacific  than  to  achieve  an  absolute  maximum  reduction  in 
excess  edacity. 

Sometimes  the  configuration  analysis  was  not  heli^ul.  In  the  case  of  the  two 
Marine  Corps  training  bases,  the  two  logistics  bases,  and  the  two  recruit  depots  there  is 
insufficient  c^iacity  in  any  one  of  those  facilities  to  handle  the  requirements  flowing 
firom  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan  should  the  other  be  closed.  In  those  instances,  the 
Committee  determined  that  further  analysis  was  unwarranted. 

Finally,  the  Committee  evaluated  the  potential  costs  and  savings,  economic 
impact,  community  infrastructure  and  environmental  impact  on  closure  and  realignment 
candidates  (and  any  potential  receiving  locations)  before  making  its  nominations  to  the 
Acting  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

The  Chief  of  Naval  Operations,  in  his  capacity  as  Acting  Secretary  of  the  Navy, 
with  the  advice  of  the  Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps,  nominated  bases  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  closure  or  realignment  based  on  the  force  structure  plan  and 
the  final  criteria  established  imder  Public  Law  101-510,  as  amended. 
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Department  of  the  Navy 
Recommendations  and  Justifications 


Naval  Station  Mobile,  Alabama 

Recommendation:  Qose  Naval  Station,  Mobile  and  relocate  assi^^  ships  to  Naval 
Stations  Pascagoula,  hfississippi,  and  Ingleside,  Texas,  along  with  dedicated  personnel, 
equipment  and  appropriate  other  support 

Justilication:  The  berths  at  Naval  Station,  MobUe  are  excess  to  the  capacity 

to  support  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  A  comprehensive  analysts  of  navd  station 

berthing  capacity  was  performed  with  a  goal  of  reducing  excess  capacity  to  the 

maximL  Extent  possible  while  maintaining  the  overall  miUt^  value  of  the  remainmg 

naval  stations.  To  provide  berthing  to  support  the  projected  force  siracture,  the 

resultine  mix  of  naval  stations  were  configured  to  satisfy  specific  miswon 

;^SeZ  mcluding:  100  pereent  aireraft  carrier  l^g  in 

^ps  at  ESQD-approved  berthing;  one  SSN/SSBN  unique  to  complex  per  ^ 

matatenance  of  Norfolk  and  San  Diego  fleet  concentrations  as  part 

The  ships  based  at  Naval  Station  Mobile  can  be  relocated  to  ofter  naval  bases  wto 

have  a  higher  military  value.  This  reaUgnment,  combined  with  ote  recomtronded 

closures  md  realignments  in  die  Atlantic  Fleet,  results  m  the  maximum  r^ucnon  of 

excess  capacity  while  increasing  the  average  imUtary  value  of  the  remauung  Adan 

Fleet  bases. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
mlSlSSi  IS  recuning  savings  are  $15.8  million  with  an  i^«<iate  remm  on 
investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  penod 
savings  of  $182.8  milhon. 

Impacts:  Tbe  closure  of  this  naval  station  wiU  have  an  impact  on  the  Ito  economy 
SeSecS  potential  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.6  percent  of  the  employment 
to  bi  the  MobUe  MetropoHtan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  econormc  ^ov^. 
There  is  no  known  community  inftasttucture  impact  at  any  rec»ivmg  mstaUaaon 
mr^  I  HI  Sicant  environmental  impact  resulting  from  this  clos,^.  Geneton  of 
tordous  waTtes  and  poUutants  wUl  be  eliminated.  Environmental  cleanup  wiU  be 

continued  until  complete. 
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Mare  Island  Naval  Shipyard)  Vallejo,  California 

Recommendation:  Qose  the  Mare  Island  Naval  Shipyard  (NSY).  Relocate  the 
Combat  Systems  Technical  Schools  Command  activity  to  Dam  Neck,  Virginia. 
Relocate  one  submarine  to  the  Naval  Submarine  Base,  Bangor,  Washington.  Family 
housing  located  at  Mare  Island  NSY  will  be  retained  as  necessary  to  support  Naval 
We^)ons  Station  Concord. 

Justification:  The  capacity  of  the  Mare  Island  NSY  is  excess  to  that  required  to 
support  the  reduced  number  of  ships  reflected  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  An 
analysis  of  naval  shipyard  capacity  was  performed  with  a  goal  of  reducing  excess 
capacity  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  while  maintaining  the  ovraall  military  value 
of  the  mnaining  shipyards.  Mare  Island  has  the  lowest  military  value  of  those 
shipyards  supporting  the  Pacific  Fleet,  and  its  workload  can  be  readily  absorbed  by  the 
remaining  yards  which  possess  higher  military  value.  The  closure  of  Mare  Island 
NSY,  in  combination  with  the  Charleston  NSY,  allows  the  elimination  of  a  greater 
amount  of  excess  capacity  while  maintaining  the  overall  value  of  the  remaining 
shipyards  at  a  higher  military  value  level  than  that  of  the  current  configuration  of 
shipyards.  Other  options  either  reduced  capacity  below  that  required  to  support  the 
approved  force  levels,  eliminated  specific  capabilities  needed  to  support  mission 
requirranents  or  resulted  in  a  lower  military  value  for  this  group  of  activities. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  closure  are  $279.9 
million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $148.9  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
sav  ngs  of  $1,112  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  Mare  Island  NSY  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  11.7  percent  of 
the  employment  base  of  the  Vallejo-Fairfield-Napa  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area 
(MSA),  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Additionally,  othw  1993  closure  and 
realigiunent  recommendations  have  a  total  impact  of  4.9  percent  on  the  adjacent 
Oakland  MSA.  There  is  no  significant  community  infrastructure  impact  on  receiving 
locations  as  a  result  of  this  closure.  Generation  of  hazardous  wastes  and  pollutants 
will  be  eliminated  at  Mare  Island  NSY.  Emissions  fi'om  several  hundred  controlled  air 
emission  sources  will  be  eliminated,  providing  air  emission  "credits".  This  closure  will 
eliminate  the  need  to  operate  the  industrial  waste  water  treatment  plant  and  for  annual 
maintenance  dredging. 
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Marine  Corps  Air  Station  El  Toro,  California 

Recommendation:  Close  Marine  Corps  Air  Station  (MCAS)  El  Toro,  California. 
Relocate  its  aircraft  along  with  their  dedicated  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to 
Naval  Air  Station  (NAS),  Miramar,  California  and  MCAS  Camp  Pendleton,  California. 

Justification:  Naval  and  Marine  air  wings  are  projected  to  be  reduced  consistent  with 
fleet  requirements  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan,  creating  an  excess  in  air  station 
capacity.  MCAS  El  Toro  is  recommended  for  closure  since,  of  the  jet  bases 
supporting  the  Pacific  Fleet,  it  has  the  lowest  military  value,  has  no  expansion 
possibilities,  is  the  subject  of  serious  encroachment  and  land  use  problems,  ^d  has 
many  of  its  training  evolutions  conducted  ovct  private  property.  The  redistribution  of 
aviation  assets  allows  the  relocation  of  Marine  Corps  fixed  wing  and  helicopter  assets 
to  the  NAS  Miramar,  in  a  manner  which  both  eliminates  excess  capacity  and  avoids 
the  construction  of  a  new  aviation  facility  at  Marine  Corps  Air-Ground  Combat  Center, 
29  Palms,  California.  In  an  associated  action  the  squadrons  and  related  activities  at 
NAS  Miramar  will  move  to  NAS  Lemoore  in  order  to  make  room  for  the  relocation  of 
the  MCAS  El  Toro  squadrons.  This  closure  results  in  a  new  configuration  of  Naval 
and  Marine  Corps  air  stations  having  an  increased  avange  military  value  when 
compared  to  the  current  mix  of  air  stations  in  the  Pacific  Fleet.  Finally  the  Department 
of  the  Navy  will  dispose  of  the  land  and  facilities  at  MCAS  El  Toro  and  any  proceeds 
will  be  used  to  defray  base  closure  expenses. 

Return  On  Investment:  This  recommendation  was  considered  as  part  of  a  package 
that  included  Pacific  operational  air  stations.  The  COBRA  data  below  applies  to  the 
operational  air  stations  on  the  West  Coast  and  in  Hawaii,  as  follows:  NAS  Babers 
Point,  MCAS  Kaneohe  Bay,  MCAS  El  Toro  and  NAS  Miramar.  The  total  estimated 
one-time  costs  for  the  recommendations  are  $898.5  milhon.  Annual  recurring  savings 
are  $173.9  million  with  an  immediate  return  on  investment  The  net  present  value  of 
the  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $1,374.2  million.  In 
addition,  this  package  avoids  approximately  $600  million  in  military  construction  at 
MCAS  29  Palms  which  is  required  to  implement  the  1991  Base  Closure  Commission  s 
recommendation  to  close  MCAS  Tustin. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  this  MCAS  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The 
projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect  is  0.9  percent  of  the 
employment  base  of  the  Anaheim-Santa  Ana  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming 
no  economic  recovery.  There  is  no  significant  community  infrastructure  impact  at  any 
receiving  installation.  This  closure  will  eliminate  the  generation  of  hazardous  waste 
and  poUutants  and  will  remove  special  air  space  restrictions  (such  as  military  operating 
areas),  and  reduce  noise  levels  and  air  emissions.  Environmental  cleanup  efforts  will 
continue  until  completed. 
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Naval  Air  Station  Alameda,  California 

Recommendation:  Oose  Naval  Air  Station  (NAS),  Alameda,  California  and  relocate 
its  aircraft  aloti^  with  the  dedicated  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  NASA 
Ames/Moffett  Field,  California  and  NAS  North  Island.  In  addition,  those  ships 
currently  bathed  at  NAS  Alameda  will  be  relocated  to  the  Fleet  concentrations  at  San 
Diego  and  Bangor/Puget  Sound/Everett  Disposition  of  major  tenants  is  as  follows: 
Navy  Regional  Data  Automation  Centa,  San  Francisco  realigns  to  NAS  North  Island; 
Ship  Intermediate  Maintenance  Department  disestablishes;  the  Naval  Air  Reserve 
Colter  and  the  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Center  relocate  to  leased  space  at  NASA/Ames. 

Justification:  The  projected  carrio'  air  wing  reductions  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure 
Plan  require  a  significant  decrease  in  air  station  and  naval  station  capacity.  NAS 
Alameda  is  recommended  for  closure  as  it  has  the  lowest  military  value  of  those  air 
stations  supporting  the  Pacific  Fleet  Given  the  numbo’  of  aircraft  "bedded  down"  at 
the  air  station,  it  has  greatest  amount  of  excess  capacity.  Also,  given  the  need  to 
eliminate  excess  ship  berthing,  its  capacity  is  not  required  to  meet  force  levels,  since 
no  more  than  five  carrier  berths  are  requi^  on  the  West  Coast;  three  at  the  fleet 
concentration  in  San  Diego  and  two  at  Bangor/Puget  Sound/Evoett  Both  the  limited 
aircraft  (primarily  reserve)  and  ship  assets  at  NAS  Alameda  can  be  readily  absorbed  at 
bases  with  a  higher  military  value.  This  closure  results  in  increase  average  military 
value  of  both  the  remaining  air  stations  and  naval  stations  in  the  Pacific  Fleet. 

Return  On  Investment:  The  total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation 
are  $193.7  million.  Armual  recurring  savings  are  $41.7  million  with  a  return  on 
inve.  r^Tient  in  four  years.  The  net  present  value  of  the  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty 
year  period  is  a  savings  of  $197.1  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NAS  Alameda  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss  both  direct  and  indirect  is  2.9  percent  of  the 
employment  base  in  the  Oakland,  California  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA) 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Other  1993  closure  and  realignment 
recommendations  bring  the  totd  impact  on  Oakland,  California  MSA  to  4.9  percent. 
Tho'e  is  no  significant  community  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving  installation. 
There  will  be  no  significant  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  this  action. 
Hazardous  waste  generation  and  pollutants  will  be  eliminated.  This  closure  will 
remove  special  air  space  restrictions  (such  as  military  operating  areas),  and  reduce 
noise  levels  and  air  emissions.  The  indoor  and  outdoor  hazardous  waste  storage 
facilities  at  NAS  Alameda  will  be  closed  in  accordance  with  applicable  laws  and 
regulations.  Annual  maintenance  dredging  and  the  dredging  of  the  turning  basin  and 
entrance  channel  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental  cleanup  efforts  will  continue  until 
complete. 
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Naval  Aviation  Depot,  Alameda,  California 

Recommendation:  Close  Naval  Aviation  Depot  (NADEP),  Alameda  and  relocate 
repair  capability  as  necessary  to  other  depot  maintenance  activities.  This  relocation 
may  include  personnel,  equipment  and  support.  The  depot  workload  will  move  to 
other  depot  maintenance  activities,  including  the  private  sector. 

Justification:  Naval  Aviation  Depot,  Alameda  is  recommended  for  closure  because  its 
c^iacity  is  excess  to  that  required  to  support  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  Projected 
reductions  require  an  almost  50  percent  reduction  in  capacity  in  the  Navy  aviation 
depots.  In  determining  the  mix  of  aviation  depots  which  would  achieve  the  maximum 
reduction  in  excess  cs^acity,  the  Navy  determined  that  there  must  be  at  least  one 
aviation  depot  at  a  fleet  concentration  on  each  coast.  The  work  performed  at  Naval 
Aviation  Depot,  Alameda  can  be  performed  at  other  aviation  maintenance  activities, 
including  the  private  sector.  The  closure  of  NADEP  Alameda  will  reduce  excess 
capacity  in  this  category  and  maintain  or  increase  the  average  mihtary  value  of  the 
remaining  depots. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$126.8  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $78.3  million  with  an  immediate  return 
on  investment.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is 
a  savings  of  $538.9  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NADEP  Alameda  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.8  percent  of  the  employment 
base  of  the  Oakland,  California,  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA),  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  Other  1993  closure  and  realignment  recommendations  bring  the 
total  impact  on  this  MSA,  assuming  no  economic  recovery,  to  4.9  percent.  There  is  no 
significant  community  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving  installation.  There  will  be 
no  significant  environmental  impacts  occasioned  by  this  closure.  Generation  of 
hazardous  wastes  and  pollutants  will  be  eliminated,  as  will  air  emissions,  which  will 
result  in  air  emission  "credits". 


Naval  Hospital,  Oakland,  California 

Recommendation:  Close  the  Naval  Hospital,  Oakland  and  relocate  certain  military 
and  civilian  personnel  to  other  Naval  hospitals,  and  certain  military  personnel  to  the 
Naval  Air  Stations  at  Lemoore  and  Whidbey  Island.  The  Deployable  Medical  Unit, 
Northwest  Region,  will  relocate  to  Naval  Hospital,  Bremerton,  Washington. 
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Justification:  Naval  Hospitals  are  situated  and  their  size  determined  for  location  near 
operating  forces  whose  personnel  will  require  medical  support  in  numbers  signiHcant 
enough  to  mandate  a  medical  facility  as  large  as  a  hospital.  Given  the  extensive  use  of 
CHAMPUS,  any  Naval  Hospital  closure  must  be  predicated  upon  the  elimination  of  the 
operating  forces  which  created  a  demand  for  the  presence  of  a  Naval  Hospital  in  the 
first  instance.  In  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area,  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Alameda,  Naval 
Shipyard,  Mare  Island  and  the  supporting  Public  Works  Center  and  Supply  Center  are 
being  recommended  for  closure.  Given  the  elimination  of  these  operating  force 
activities,  closure  of  the  Naval  Hospital,  Oakland  is  indicated  as  the  military  personnel 
previously  supported  are  no  longer  in  the  area. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$57.5  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $41.5  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $286.4  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  Naval  Hospital,  Oakland  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  0.4 
pracent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Oakland,  Califomia,  Metropolitan  Statistical 
Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  The  closure  of  the  Naval  Hospital  will  have  a 
positive  impact  on  the  environment  as  a  source  of  pollution  will  be  eliminated. 
Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will  continue  until  completed. 


Naval  Station  Treasure  Island,  San  Francisco,  Califomia 

Recommendation:  Close  Naval  Station,  Treasure  Island  and  relocate  personnel,  as 
appropriate  to  the  Naval  Station,  San  Diego,  California;  Naval  Amphibious  Base,  Little 
Creek,  Virginia;  Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois  and  various  Naval 
Reserve  sites  in  California.  Major  tenants  are  impacted  as  follows:  Naval  Reserve 
Center  San  Francisco  relocates  to  the  Naval/Marine  Corps  Reserve  Center,  Alameda, 
Califomia  and  REDCOM  20  relocates  to  the  Naval  Reserve  Center,  San  Bruno, 
California.  Naval  Technical  Training  Center  relocates  to  Fleet  Training  Center  San 
Diego,  Naval  Amphibious  School,  Little  Creek  and  Naval  Training  Center  Great  Lakes. 

Justification:  The  DoD  Force  Stmcture  Plan  supports  a  decrease  in  naval  station 
capacity.  Naval  Station,  Treasure  Island  has  a  relatively  low  military  value  and  its 
capacity  is  not  required  to  support  Navy  requirements.  The  naval  bases  to  which  its 
activities  will  be  relocated  have  higher  military  value  to  the  Navy  than  does  this  naval 
station.  A  comprehensive  analysis  of  naval  station  berthing  capacity  was  performed 
with  a  goal  of  reducing  excess  capacity  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  while 


maintaining  the  overall  military  value  of  the  remaining  naval  stations.  To  provide 
berthing  to  support  the  projected  force  structure,  the  resulting  mix  of  naval  stations  was 
configured  to  satisfy  specific  mission  requirements,  including:  100  percent  aircraft 
earner  berthing  in  each  fleet;  ammunition  ships  at  ESQD-approved  berthing;  one 
SSN/SSBN  unique  base  complex  per  fleet;  and  maintenance  of  the  Norfolk  and  San 
Diego  fleet  concentrations.  This  closure,  combined  with  other  recommended  closures 
and  realignments  in  the  Pacific  Fleet,  reduces  excess  capacity  while  increasing  the 
av^ge  military  value  of  the  remaining  Pacific  Fleet  bases. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$33.7  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $43.1  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty-year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $330.7  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  this  naval  station  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  02  percent  of  the  employment 
base  in  the  San  Francisco,  CA,  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA),  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  Other  1993  closure  and  realignment  recommendations  bring  the 
total  impact  on  this  MSA,  assuming  no  economic  recovery,  to  1.1  percent.  There  is  no 
significant  community  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving  installation.  There  will  be 
no  significant  environmental  impacts  occasioned  by  this  closure,  which  also  will  permit 
the  closure  or  alternative  use  of  the  recently  improved  2.0  MGD  wastewater  treatment 
plant  and  will  eliminate  various  air  emissions,  thus  providing  potential  air  emission 
"credits". 


Naval  Supply  Center,  Oakland,  California 

Recommendation:  Close  the  Naval  Supply  Center  (NSC)  Oakland,  including  the 
Naval  Supply  Depot,  Point  Molate,  and  relocate  two  supply  ships  to  the  Naval  Supply 
Center,  San  Diego.  The  Office  of  the  Militaiy  Sealift  Command,  Pacific  Division, 
relocates  to  leased  space  in  the  Oakland  area. 

Justification:  NSC  Oakland’s  capacity  is  excess  to  the  requirements  of  the  DoD 
Force  Structure  Plan.  The  principal  customers  of  NSC  Oakland;  Naval  Aviation 
Depot,  Alameda;  Naval  Hospital,  Oakland;  Mare  Island  Naval  Shipyard  and  Naval 
Station  Treasure  Island  have  also  been  recommended  for  closure.  The  workload  of 
NSC  Oakland  will  move  with  its  customers  to  other  locations. 
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Return  on  Investment:  Total  estiinated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$1 19.4  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $45.4  million  with  an  irnmediafe  return 
on  investment.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is 
a  savings  of  $259.9  million. 

Impucts:  The  closure  of  NSC  Oakland  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 

The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  0.5  percent  of  the 
employment  base  in  the  Oakland  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA),  assuming  no 
economic  recovwy.  Other  1993  closure  and  realignment  recommendations  bring  the 
total  impat^  on  the  Oakland  MSA  to  4.9  percent.  The  closuie  of  NSC  Oakland  will 
have  a  positive  intact  on  the  environment  as  a  source  of  potential  hazardous  wastes 
and  pollutants  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will 
continue  until  completed. 


Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California 

Recommendation:  Qose  the  Naval  Training  Center  (NTC),  San  Diego  and  relocate 
certain  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  NTC  Great  Lakes,  and  other  locations, 
consistent  with  training  requirements.  Disposition  of  major  tenants  is  as  follows: 
Recruit  Training  Command  relocates  to  NTC,  Great  Lakes;  Branch  Medical  Clinic 
relocates  to  Submarine  Base,  San  Diego;  Naval  Recruiting  District  relocates  to  Naval 
Air  Station  North  Island;  Service  School  Command  (Electronic  Warfare)  relocates  to 
Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes;  Service  School  Command  (Surface)  relocates  to 
NTC  Great  Lakes;  the  remainder  of  the  Service  School  Command  relocates  to  NTC 
Great  Lakes,  Naval  Air  Station  Pensacola,  and  Fleet  Training  Center,  San  Diego. 

Justification:  Projected  manpower  reductions  contained  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure 
Plan  require  a  substantial  decrease  in  naval  force  structure  capacity.  As  a  result  of 
projected  manpow^  levels,  the  Navy  has  two  to  three  times  the  capacity  required,  as 
measured  by  a  variety  of  indicators,  to  perform  the  recruit  training  function.  The 
closure  of  NTC  San  Diego  removes  unneeded  excess  capacity  and  results  in  the 
realigmnent  of  training  to  a  training  center  with  a  higher  military  value.  The  resulting 
consolidation  at  NTC  Great  Lakes  not  only  results  in  the  highest  possible  military 
value  but  also  is  the  most  economical  alignment  for  the  processing  of  personnel  into 
the  Navy.  In  addition,  NTC  San  Diego  has  equipment  and  facilities  which  are  more 
readily  relocatable  to  another  naval  training  cent^. 

Return  On  Investment:  The  Naval  Training  Center  recommendations  were 
considered  as  a  package  and,  as  a  result,  the  COBRA  data  set  out  below  represents  the 
costs  and  savings  associated  with  the  closure  of  both  NTC  San  Diego  and  NTC 
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Orlando.  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are  $327.9  million. 
Annual  recurring  savings  are  $69.0  milbon  with  a  return  on  invesdnent  in  two  years. 
The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a  savmgs  o 
$323.9  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NTC  San  Diego  will  have  an  iinpact  on  Ae  local  econorny 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.7  percent  of  the 
employment  base  of  the  San  Diego,  California  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  ^S  A) 
^ggiiming  no  economic  recovery.  However,  because  of  other  closures  or  reahgmnents 
into  this  MSA,  there  will  be  a  net  1.2  percent  increase  in  employment.  There  is  no 
significant  community  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving  installation.  There  will 
no  significant  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  this  action.  Hazardous  w^te  and 
pollutants  will  be  eliminated,  as  will  air  emissions,  which  will  generate  air  emission 

"credits". 


Naval  Air  Station  Cecil  Field,  Jacksonville,  Florida 

Recommendation:  Close  Naval  Air  Station,  Cecil  Reid  and  relocate  its  aircraft  along 
with  dedicated  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry 
Point,  North  Carolina;  Naval  Air  Station,  Oceana,  Virginia,  and  Marine  Corps  Air 
Station,  Beaufort,  South  Carolina.  Disposition  of  major  tenante  is  as  follows:  Marine 
Corps  Security  Force  Company  relocates  to  MCAS  Cherry  Point,  Aviation^ 

Intermediate  Maintenance  Department  relocates  to  MCAS  Cherry  Point;  Air 
Maintenance  Training  Group  Detachment,  Reet  Aviation  Support  Office  Training 
Group  Atlantic,  and  Sea  Operations  Detachment  relocate  to  MCAS  Cherry  Point  and 

NAS  Oceana. 

Justiflcation:  Carrier  air  wings  will  be  reduced  consistent  with  fleet  requirements  in 
the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan,  creating  an  excess  in  air  station  capacity.  Reducing  this 
excess  capacity  is  complicated  by  the  requirement  to  "bed  down"  different  rmxes  of 
aircraft  at  various  air  stations.  In  making  these  choices,  the  outlook  for  environmental 
and  land  use  issues  was  significantly  important.  In  making  the  determinauon  for 
reductions  at  air  stations  supporting  the  Atlantic  Heet,  NAS  Cecil  Field  was  selected 
for  closure  because  it  represented  the  greatest  amount  of  excess  capacity  which  could 
be  eliminated  with  assets  most  readily  redistributed  to  receiving  air  stations.  The 
preponderance  of  aircraft  to  be  redistributed  from  NAS  Cecil  Field  were  F/A-18s 
which  were  relocated  to  two  MCAS  on  the  East  Coast,  Beaufort  Cherry  Point 
These  air  stations  both  had  a  higher  military  value  than  NAS  Cecil  Field,  alleviated 
concerns  with  regard  to  future  environmental  and  land  use  problems  and  dovetail  with 
the  recent  determination  for  joint  military  operations  of  Navy  and  Marine  Corps 
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aircraft  from  carrier  decks.  Some  NAS  Cecil  Reid  assets  are  relocating  to  NAS 
Ocean^  an  air  station  with  a  lower  militaiy  value,  because  NAS  Oceana  is  the  only 
F-14  air  station  supporting  the  Atlantic  Reet  and  had  to  be  retained  to  support  military 
operations  of  these  aircraft  Its  excess  capacity  was  merely  utilized  to  absorb  the 
remaining  aircraft  from  NAS  Cecil  Field. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$3123  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  for  both  are  $56.7  million,  with  a  return  on 
investment  in  six  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year 
pmod  is  a  savings  of  $200.9  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NAS  Cecil  Reid  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  3.0  percent  of  the 
employment  base  of  the  Jacksonville  hdetropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  Relocations  to  MCAS  Cherry  Point  will  require  increased 
classroom  space  in  the  local  schools.  Remediation  of  this  impact  is  included  in  the 
cost  analysis.  Thae  are  no  significant  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  this 
action.  Hazardous  waste  and  pollutant  generation  will  be  eliminated. 

Similarly,  this  closure  will  remove  special  use  air  space  restrictions  (such  as  military 
operating  areas)  and  reduce  noise  levels  and  air  emissions.  Environmental  cleanup  will 
continue  until  completed. 


Naval  Training  Center,  Orlando,  Florida 

Recommendation:  Close  the  Naval  Training  Center  (NTQ,  Orlando,  and  relocate 
certain  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  NTC  Great  Lakes  and  other  locations, 
consistent  with  DoD  training  requirements.  Disposition  of  major  tenants  is  as  follows: 
Recruit  Training  Command  relocates  to  NTC  Great  Lakes;  the  Nuclear  Power  School 
and  the  Nuclear  "A"  School  relocate  to  the  Submarine  School  at  the  Naval  Submarine 
Base  (NSB),  New  London;  Personnel  Support  Detachment  relocates  to  NTC  Great 
Lakes;  Service  School  Command  relocates  to  Great  Lakes;  Naval  Dental  Clinic 
relocates  to  Great  Lakes;  Naval  Education  and  Training  Program  Management  Support 
Activity  disestablishes. 

Justification:  The  1991  Commission  rejected  the  recommendation  to  close  NTC 
Orlando  due  to  prohibitive  closure  costs.  This  recommendation  encompasses  the 
additional  closure  of  NTC  San  Diego  and  proposes  significantly  reduced  closure  costs 
by  taking  advantage  of  facilities  made  available  by  the  recommended  realignment  of 
NSB  New  London.  Projected  manpower  reductions  contained  in  the  DoD  Force 
Structure  Plan  require  a  substantial  decrease  in  naval  force  structure.  As  a  result  of 
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projected  manpower  levels  the  Navy  has  two  to  three  times  the  capacity  required,  as 
measured  by  a  variety  of  indicators,  to  perform  the  recruit  training  function.  The 
closure  of  the  NTC  Orlando  removes  excess  ctq>acity  and  relocates  training  to  a  naval 
training  center  with  a  higher  military  value  and  results  in  an  efficient  collocation  of  the 
Submarine  School,  the  Nuclear  Power  School  and  the  Nuclear  "A"  School  at  the  NSB, 
New  London.  The  resulting  consolidation  at  the  NTC  Great  Lakes  not  only  results  in 
the  highest  possible  military  value  for  this  group  of  military  activities  but  also  is  the 
most  economical  alignment  for  the  processing  of  personnel  into  the  Navy.  In  addition, 
NTC  Orlando  has  equipment  and  facilities  which  are  more  readily  relocatable  to 
another  naval  training  center. 

Return  On  Investment:  The  Naval  Training  Cent^  were  considered  as  a  package 
and,  as  a  result,  the  COBRA  data  set  out  below  represents  costs  and  savings  associated 
with  the  closure  of  both  NTC  Orlando  and  NTC  San  Diego.  Total  estimated  one-time 
costs  for  the  recommendation  are  $327.9  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $69.0 
million  with  a  return  on  investment  in  two  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and 
savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $323.9  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NTC  Orlando  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 

The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  2.1  percent  of  the 
employment  base  of  the  Orlando,  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic 
recovery.  There  is  no  significant  community  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving 
installation.  There  will  be  no  significant  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  this 
closure.  Hazardous  waste  and  pollutant  generation  will  be  eliminated,  as  wUl  the 
generation  wastewater  on  the  average  of  1.13  million  gallons  per  day. 


Naval  Aviation  Depot,  Pensacola,  Florida 

Recommendation:  Close  Naval  Aviation  Depot  Pensacola  (NADEP),  and  relocate 
repair  capability  as  necessary  to  other  depot  maintenance  activities.  This  relocation 
may  include  personnel,  equipment  and  support.  The  Depot  workload  will  move  to 
other  depot  maintenance  activities,  including  the  private  sector.  The  dynamic 
component  and  rotor  blade  repair  facility  will  remain  in  place. 

Justification:  Naval  Aviation  Depot  Pensacola  is  recommended  for  closure  because 
its  capacity  is  excess  to  that  required  to  support  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan. 
Projected  reductions  require  an  almost  50  percent  reduction  in  capacity  in  the  Navy 
aviation  depots.  In  determining  the  mix  of  aviation  depots  which  would  achieve  the 
maximum  reduction  in  excess  capacity  the  Navy  determined  that  there  must  be  at  least 
one  aviation  depot  at  a  fleet  concentration  on  each  coast.  The  work  performed  at 
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Naval  Aviation  Depot,  Pensacola  can  be  performed  at  other  aviation  maintenance 
activities,  including  the  private  sector.  The  closure  of  NADEP  Alameda  will  reduce 
excess  c{q>acity  in  this  category  and  maintain  or  increase  the  average  military  value  of 
the  remaining  depots. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$165.4  million.  Aimual  recurring  savings  are  $51.1  million  with  a  return  on 
investment  in  two  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty 
year  period  is  a  savings  of  $341.2  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  this  NADEP  Pensacola  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  6.1  percent  of  the 
employment  base  of  the  Pensacola,  Flmida  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  However,  because  of  otiiCT  closures  and  realignments  into  this 
area,  there  will  be  a  net  4.3  percent  increase  in  employment  There  is  no  significant 
communi^  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving  installation.  There  will  be  no 
significant  environmental  impacts  occasioned  by  this  closure.  TTie  NADEP  depot  is 
located  on  the  property  of  Naval  Air  Station  Pensacola,  which  is  on  EPA’s  National 
Priorities  List  The  closure  of  this  depot  will  require  that  all  hazardous  industrial 
materials  and  waste  be  removed.  Generation  of  hazardous  wastes  and  pollutants  will 
be  eliminated,  as  will  air  emissions,  which  will  result  in  air  emission  "credits". 


Naval  Air  Station  Barbers  Point,  Hawaii 

Recommendation:  Close  the  Naval  Air  Station  (NAS)  Barbers  Point  and  relocate  its 
aircraft  along  with  their  dedicated  personnel  and  equipment  support  to  Marine  Corps 
Air  Station  (MCAS),  Kaneohe  Bay,  Hawaii  and  NAS  Whidbey  Island,  Washington. 
Retain  the  family  housing  as  needed  for  multi-service  use. 

Justification:  The  NAS  Barbers  Point  is  recommended  for  closure  because  its 
capacity  is  excess  to  that  required  to  support  the  reduced  force  levels  contained  in  the 
DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  The  analysis  of  required  capacity  supports  only  one  naval 
air  station  in  Hawaii.  NAS  Barbers  Point  has  a  lower  military  value  than  MCAS 
Kaneohe  Bay  and  its  assets  can  be  readUy  redistributed  to  other  existing  air  stations. 
By  maintaining  operations  at  the  MCAS,  Kaneohe  Bay,  we  retained  the  additional 
capacity  that  air  station  provides  in  supporting  ground  forces.  With  the  uncertainties 
posed  in  overseas  basing  MCAS  Kaneohe  Bay  provides  the  flexibility  to  support  future 
military  operations  for  both  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  and  is  of  greater  military  value. 
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In  an  associated  move  the  F-18  and  CH-46  squadrons  at  MCAS  Kaneohe  Bay  wiU 
move  to  NAS  Miramar  to  facilitate  the  relocation  of  the  NAS  Barbers  Pomt  squadrons. 
Hnally  the  Department  of  the  Navy  will  dispose  of  the  land  and  facilities  at  NAS 
Barbers  Point  and  any  proceeds  will  be  used  tc  defray  base  closure  expenses. 

Return  On  Investment:  This  recommendation  was  considered  as  part  of  a  package 
that  included  Pacific  operational  air  stations.  The  COB^  data  below  apphes  to  the 
operational  air  stations  on  the  West  Coast  and  in  Hawaii,  as  follows:  NAS  Barbers 
Point,  MCAS  Kaneohe  Bay,  MCAS  El  Toro  and  NAS  Miramar.  The  total  estimated 
one-time  costs  for  the  recommendations  are  $898.5  milhon.  Annual  recurnng  savmgs 
arc  $173.9  million  with  an  immediate  return  on  investment.  The  net  present  value  of 
the  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $1374.2  milhon.  In 
addition  this  package  avoids  approximately  $600  million  in  mihtary  construction  at  ^ 
MCAS  29  Palms  which  is  required  to  implement  the  1991  Base  Closure  Commission  s 
reconunendation  to  close  MCAS  Tustin. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NAS  Barbers  Point  wiU  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  proposed  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  1.9 
percent  of  the  employment  base  of  the  Honolulu.  Hawaii,  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area, 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  There  is  no  significant  community  inffastructoe 
impact  at  any  receiving  installation.  There  will  be  no  significant  environmental 
impacts  resulting  from  this  action.  Hazardous  waste  generation  and  pollutots  will  be 
eliminated.  This  closure  will  remove  special  use  air  space  restrictions  (such  as  military 
operating  areas)  as  well  as  elevated  noise  levels  and  air  emissions.  Ongoing 
environmental  clean-up  efforts  will  continue  until  completed. 


Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview,  Illinois 

Recommendation:  Close  the  Naval  Air  Station  (NAS),  Glenview  and  relocate  its 
aircraft  and  associated  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  Navy  Reserve  Nation^ 
Guard  and  other  activities.  Faimly  housing  located  at  NAS  Glenview  wiU  be  retmned 
to  meet  existing  and  new  requirements  of  the  nearby  Naval  Training  C^ter  (NTC), 
Great  Lakes.  The  Recruiting  District,  Chicago  will  be  relocated  to  NTC  Great  L^es. 
The  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Center  activities  will  relocate  as  appropnate  to  Dam  Neck, 
Virginia,  Green  Bay,  Wisconsin,  Stewart  Army  National  Guard  Facility,  New  Windsor, 
New  York  and  NAS,  Atlanta,  Georgia. 

Justification:  Naval  air  forces  are  being  reduced  consistent  with  the  fleet  reductions 
in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  Projected  force  levels  for  both  active  ^d  reserve 
aviation  elements  leave  the  Department  with  significant  excess  capacity  in  the  reserve 
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air  station  category.  Closure  of  NAS  Glenview  eliminates  excess  capacity  at  a  base 
with  a  vwy  low  military  value  whose  assets  can  be  redistributed  into  more  economical 
and  efficient  operations.  This  closure,  combined  with  three  others  in  thii^  category, 
results  in  maximum  reduction  of  excess  c^iacity  while  increasing  the  average  military 
value  of  the  remaining  reserve  air  stations.  In  arriving  at  the  recommendation  to  close 
NAS  Glenview,  a  specific  analysis  was  conducted  to  ensure  that  there  was 
demogn^c  support  for  purposes  of  force  recruiting  in  the  areas  to  which  the  reserve 
aircraft  are  being  relocated. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$14.1  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $31  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $313.4  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NAS  Glenview  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.1  percent  of  the 
employmrat  base  of  the  Chicago  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic 
recovery.  There  is  no  significant  commumty  infiastructure  impact  at  any  receiving 
installation.  There  will  be  no  significant  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  this 
action.  Generation  of  hazardous  wastes  and  pollutants  will  be  eliminated.  In  addition, 
this  closure  will  remove  special  use  air  space  restrictions  such  as  military  operations 
areas  and  military  training  areas,  and  reduce  noise  levels  and  air  emissions. 


Naval  Electronic  Centers 

R^mmendation;  Qose  Naval  Electronics  Systems  Engineering  Center  (NESEC)  St. 
Inigoes,  Maryland,  disestablish  NESEC  Charleston,  South  Carolina  and  Naval 
Electronics  Security  Systems  Engineering  Center  (NESSEC),  Washington,  DC. 
Consolidate  the  Centers  into  an  East  Coast  NESEC  at  Portsmouth,  Virginia.  The 
ATC/ACLS  facility  at  St.  Inigoes  and  the  Aegis  Radio  Room  Laboratory  will  remain 
in  place  and  will  be  transferred  to  Naval  Air  Systems  Command. 

Justification:  This  recommendation  was  rejected  by  the  1991  DoD  Base  Closure  and 
Realignment  Commission.  In  doing  so,  the  Commission  stated  that  DoD  had  failed  to 
explore  oth^  alternative  sites  and  had  failed  to  address  asserted  problems  at 
Portsmouth  with  testing  of  radars  and  communication  equipment.  Several  new  factors 
contributed  to  the  renewal  of  this  recommendation. 

The  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan  shows  a  significant  further  decrease  in  force 
structure  from  that  in  1991,  giving  rise  to  additional  excess  capacity.  The  facilities  at 
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St  Inigoes,  Maryland,  once  NESEC  St  Inigoes  relocates  to  Portsmouth,  would  be 
available  to  support  the  major  relocation  to  the  Patuxent  River  complex  of  the  Naval 
Air  Systems  Command  and  several  of  its  subordinate  organizations.  This  move  results 
in  both  substantial  organizational  efficiencies  and  economies  and  is  a  significant 
element  of  the  Navy’s  compliance  with  the  DoD  poHcy  to  move  activities  out  of  leased 
space  in  the  NCR  into  DoD  owned  facilities.  The  Portsmouth  consoUdation  mcludes 
NESSEC  Washington,  DC  resulting  in  an  additional  relocation  from  leased  space  in  the 
NCR  into  DoD  owned  facilities.  The  Portsmouth  consolidation  also  achieves  a  major 
reduction  in  excess  capacity  for  these  activities  and  with  this  consolidation  in 
Portsmouth,  the  Navy  Management  Support  Office  can  be  consolidated  at  this  Center. 
Without  the  Portsmouth  consolidation^  the  benefits  resulting  from  the  synergy  of 
consolidating  the  three  centers  would  not  be  realized,  and  the  reduction  in  excess 
capacity  wo^d  be  adversely  impacted. 

The  Portsmouth  consolidation  utilizes,  as  the  magnet  site  for  this  consolidation, 
the  installation  with  the  highest  military  value  of  all  activities  in  the  cluster.  A  review 
of  the  certified  data  call  responses  indicates  that  one  of  the  reasons  for  this  military 
value  rating  is  NESEC  Portsmouth’s  current  capability  to  perform  a  broad  range  of 
testing  functions  on  a  wide  variety  of  communications  and  radar  systems,  including  the 
Submarine  Broadcast  System,  Relocatable  OvCT-the-Horizon  Radar,  Tactical  Secure 
Voice,  and  the  AN/SLQ-32(V)  1/2/3/4/5.  At  its  Heet  Engineering  Support  Center  is  a 
completely  integrated  shipboard  communications  system  that  contains  a  sample  of 
every  communications  receiver,  transmitter,  data  link  and  ancillary  terming  hardware 
in  the  LF  through  UHF  frequency  range.  The  radar  systems  testing  capability  is 
enhanced  by  the  AN/SSQ-74(V)  Radar  and  Communications  Signal  Siniulator  with  its 
associated  antenna  farm.  These  capabilities,  particularly  when  joined  with  those  of  the 
other  activities  in  this  consoUdation,  gives  the  Navy  a  most  formidable  technical  center 
which,  because  of  the  consoUdation,  wiU  be  able  to  function  more  economically  and 
efficiently  than  these  activities  could  if  separate. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$1473  miUion.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $32.3  milUon  with  a  return  on 
investment  in  three  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty 
year  period  is  a  savings  of  $123.8  milUon. 

Impacts:  The  closure.  disestabUshment  and  relocation,  as  appropriate,  of  these  Naval 
technical  centers  wiU  have  impacts  on  the  local  economies.  The  projected  potential 
employment  losses  (both  direct  and  indirect)  are  1.6  percent  of  the  employment  base  of 
the  Charleston,  SC  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA)  assuming  no  economic 
recovery;  11.9  percent  of  the  employment  base  of  St.  Mary’s  County,  Maryland,  except 
that,  because  of  other  relocations  into  this  county,  there  wiU  only  be  a  net  1.8  percent 
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decrease  in  employment;  0.03  percent  of  the  employment  base  of  the  Washington,  DC, 
MSA,  assmning  no  economic  recovery;  and  0.2  percent  of  the  employment  base  of  the 
Norfolk- Virginia  Beach-Newport  News,  Virginia,  MSA  assuming  no  economic 
recovery.  The  consolidation  at  NESSEC,  Portsmouth  will  have  a  positive  impact  on 
the  environimnt  as  a  source  of  pollution  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental  mitigation 
and  restoration  will  continue  until  completed. 


Naval  Air  Station  Meridian,  Mississippi 

Recommendation;  Close  Naval  Air  Station  (NAS)  Meridian.  Relocate  advanced 
strike  training  to  Naval  Air  Station  Kingsville,  Texas.  Relocate  intermediate  strike 
training  and  Naval  Technical  Training  Center  to  NAS  Pensacola,  Florida. 

Justification;  Projected  reductions  contained  in  the  Department  of  Defense  Force 
Structure  Plan  require  a  substantial  decrease  in  training  air  station  capacity.  When 
considering  air  space  and  facilities  of  all  types  of  support  aviation  training,  there  is 
about  twice  the  capacity  required  to  perform  the  mission.  The  training  conducted  at 
tte  Naval  Air  Station,  Meridian  can  be  consolidated  with  similar  training  at  the  Naval 
Air  Station,  Kingsville  and  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Pensacola.  This  results  in  an 
economy  and  efficiency  of  operations  which  enhances  the  military  value  of  the  training 
and  places  training  aircraft  in  proximity  to  ovCT-water  air  space  and  potential  berthing 
sit^  for  earners  being  used  in  training  evolutions.  Currently,  for  example,  pilots 
training  in  Median  fly  to  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Pensacola  in  order  to  do  carrier 
landing  training.  TTie  closure  of  Meridian  and  the  accompanying  closure  of  the  Naval 
Station,  Memphis,  result  in  centralized  aviation  training  functions  at  bases  with  a 
higher  average  military  value  than  that  possessed  by  the  training  air  stations  before 
closure.  Both  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Kingsville  and  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Pensacola 
have  higher  military  value  than  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Meridian.  The  consolidation  of 
the  Naval  Technical  Training  Center  with  its  parent  command,  the  Chief  of  Naval 
Education  and  Training,  will  provide  for  improvement  in  the  management  and 
efficiency  of  the  training  establishment  and  enhance  its  military  value  to  the  Navy. 

Return  On  Investment:  The  total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  both  NAS  Meridian 
and  NAS  Memphis  recommendations  are  $274.1  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  for 
both  actions  are  $82.2  million  with  a  return  on  investment  in  two  years.  The  net 
present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  $481.1  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NAS  Meridian  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 

The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  12.8  percent  of 
the  local  employment  base  in  Lauderdale  County,  assuming  no  economic  recovery. 
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ThCTC  is  no  significant  environmental  impact  at  NAS  Meridian  as  a  result  of  this 
closure.  Environmental  cleanup  will  continue  until  complete.  Relocation  of  advanced 
strike  training  to  NAS  Kingsville  will  result  in  additional  noise  impacts  in  the  direction 
of  the  city  of  Kingsville.  This  may  require  adoption  of  noise  abatement  procedures 
until  the  ultimate  transition  of  the  TA-4  aircraft  to  the  new  T-45  which  will 
significantly  reduce  noise  impacts.  Noise  impacts  will  also  be  increased  by  relocation 
of  intermediate  strike  training  to  NAS  Pensacola  and  will  require  prudent  management 
of  aircraft  operations  to  mitigate  this  impact  on  the  local  community. 


Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth,  Massachusetts 

Recommendation:  Close  Naval  Air  Station  (NAS),  South  Weymouth  and  relocate  its 
aircraft  and  associated  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  Naval  Air  Stations 
Brunswick,  Maine,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana,  and  Naval  Station  Mayport,  Horida.  The 
Marine  Corps  Reserve  Center  activities  will  relocate  to  Dam  Neck,  Virginia, 

Johnstown,  Pennsylvania,  Camp  Pendleton,  California,  and  NAS  Willow  Grove, 
Pennsylvania. 

Justification:  Naval  air  forces  are  being  reduced  consistent  with  fleet  reductions  in 
the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  Projected  force  levels  for  both  active  and  reserve 
aviation  elements  leave  the  Department  with  significant  excess  capacity  in  the  reserve 
air  station  Category.  The  greater  operational  utility  of  active  air  stations  and  the 
decision  to  rely  on  reserve  aviation  elements  in  support  of  active  operating  forces  place 
a  highCT  military  value  on  locating  reserve  aviation  elements  on  active  operating  air 
bases  to  the  extent  possible.  Closure  of  NAS  South  Weymouth  allows  the  relocation 
of  reserve  P-3’s  to  the  major  P-3  active  operating  base  at  NAS  Brunswick,  ME  and 
distributes  other  assets  to  the  active  operating  base  at  Mayport,  FL  and  to  a  reserve  air 
station  with  a  higher  military  value.  In  arriving  at  the  recommendation  to  close  NAS 
South  Weymouth,  a  specific  analysis  was  conducted  to  ensure  that  there  was 
demographic  support  for  purposes  of  force  recruiting  in  the  areas  to  which  the  reserve 
aircraft  are  being  relocated. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$23.0  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $25.9  milUon  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $252.1  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NAS  South  Weymouth  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.1 
percent  of  the  employment  base  of  the  Boston-Lawrence-Salem-Lowell,  Massachusetts, 
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Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  There  is  no  significant 
commumty  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving  installation.  There  will  be  no 
significant  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  this  action.  Generation  of  hazardous 
wastes  and  pollutants  will  be  eliminated.  In  addition,  this  closure  will  remove  special 
use  air  space  restrictions  (such  as  military  operations  areas  and  military  training 
routes),  and  reduce  noise  levels  and  air  emissions. 


Naval  Station,  Staten  Island,  New  York 

Recommendation:  Close  Naval  Station  Staten  Island.  Relocate  its  ships  along  with 
their  dedicated  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  Naval  Stations,  Norfolk,  Virginia 
and  Mayport,  Florida.  Disposition  of  minor  tenants  is  as  follows:  Ship  intermediate 
Maintenance  Activity,  New  York  relocates  to  Earle,  New  Jersey  and  Norfolk,  Virginia; 
Recruiting  District,  New  Yoric  disestablishes;  Supervisor  of  Shipbuilding,  Conversion 
and  Repair  (SUPSHIP),  Brooklyn  Detachment  disestabHshes. 

Justification:  The  berthing  capacity  of  Naval  Station  Staten  Island  is  excess  to  the 
c^iacity  required  to  support  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  A  comprehensive  analysis 
of  naval  station  berthing  capacity  was  performed  with  the  goal  of  reducing  excess 
capacity  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  while  maintaining  the  overall  military  value 
of  the  lemaiiung  naval  stations.  To  provide  berthing  to  support  projected  force 
structure,  the  resulting  mix  of  naval  stations  was  configured  to  satisfy  specific  mission 
requirements,  including:  100  percent  aircraft  carrier  berthing  in  each  fleet;  ammunition 
ships  at  ESQD-apin'oved  berthing;  one  SSN/SSBN  unique  base  complex  per  fleet;  and 
maintenance  of  the  Norfolk  and  San  Diego  fleet  concentrations.  The  ships  currently 
berthed  at  Naval  Station  Staten  Island  can  be  relocated  to  bases  with  higher  military 
value.  This  closure,  combined  with  other  recommended  closures  and  realignments  in 
the  Atlantic  Fleet,  results  in  the  maximum  reduction  of  excess  capacity  while 
increasing  the  average  military  value  of  the  remaining  Atlantic  Fleet  bases. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  savings  for  this  closure  exceed  one¬ 
time  costs  by  $1.7  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $58.5  million  with  an 
immediate  return  on  investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a 
twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $660.9  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  Naval  Station  Staten  Island  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  0.1 
percent  of  the  local  employment  base  in  the  New  York  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area, 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  There  is  no  significant  community  infrastructure 
impact  at  either  closing  or  receiving  locations.  This  closure  will  eliminate  the 
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generation  of  hazardous  wastes  and  the  requirement  to  eliminate  the  hazardous  material 
conforming  storage  facility.  Ongoing  environmental  cleanup  will  continue  as  part  of 
the  closure  process.  There  are  no  significant  environmental  impacts  at  either  Naval 
Station  Mayport  or  Naval  Station  Norfolk. 


Aviation  Supply  Office,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 

Recommendation:  Qose  the  Aviation  Supply  Office  (ASO),  Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania  and  relocate  necessary  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  the  Ship 
Parts  Control  Center  (SPCC),  Mechanicsburg,  Pennsylvania. 

Justiflcation:  The  reductions  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan  equate  to  a  significant 
woridoad  reduction  for  the  Navy’s  inventory  control  points.  Since  there  is  excess 
capacity  in  this  category  the  Navy  decided  to  consolidate  their  two  inventory  control 
points  at  one  location.  A  companion  consideration  was  the  relocation  of  the  Naval 
Supply  Systems  Command  from  its  present  location  in  leased  space  in  the  National 
Capital  Region,  to  a  location  at  which  it  could  be  collocated  with  major  subordinate 
organizations.  This  major  consolidation  of  a  headquarters  with  its  operational 
components  can  be  accomplished  at  SPCC,  Mechanicsburg  with  a  minimum  of 
construction  and  rehabilitation.  The  end  result  is  a  significantly  more  efficient  and 
economical  organization. 

Return  On  Investment:  This  realignment  was  considered  as  part  of  a  larger  group  of 
moves  and  the  COBRA  data  set  out  below  include  the  following  realignments  from  the 
National  Capital  Region  and  Philadelphia  to  SPCC  Mechanicsburg:  Naval  Supply 
Systems  Command,  Aviation  Supply  Office,  Defense  Printing  Systems  Management 
Office  and  Food  Service  Systems  Office.  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the 
recommendation  are  $88.9  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $20.5  million  with  a 
return  on  investment  in  one  year.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a 
twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $102.8  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  this  inventory  control  point  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.2 
percent  of  the  employment  base  of  the  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania,  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  There  is  no  significant  community 
infrastructure  impact  at  the  receiving  installation.  The  closure  of  ASO  Philadelphia 
will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  environment  since  a  source  of  potential  hazardous 
wastes  and  pollutants  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will 
continue  until  complete. 
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Naval  Shipyard,  Charleston,  South  Carolina 

Reconunendation:  Qose  the  Naval  Shipyard  (NSY)  Charleston. 

Justification:  NSY  Charleston’s  edacity  is  excess  to  that  required  to  support  the 
number  of  ships  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  An  analysis  of  naval  shipyard 
capaci^  was  p^ormed  with  a  goal  of  reducing  excess  capacity  to  the  maximum 
extent  possible  while  maintaining  the  overdl  military  value  of  the  remaining  shipyards. 
The  closure  of  NSY  Charleston,  when  combined  with  the  reconunended  closure  of 
NSY  Mare  Island,  California,  results  in  the  maximum  reduction  of  excess  capacity,  and 
its  workload  can  readily  be  absorbed  by  the  remaining  yards.  The  elimination  of 
ano^  shipyard  performing  nuclear  work  would  reduce  this  capability  below  the 
minimum  capacity  required  to  support  this  critical  area.  The  closure  of  NSY 
Charleston,  in  combination  with  Mare  Island  NSY,  allows  the  elimination  of  a  greater 
amount  of  excess  capacity  while  maintaining  the  overall  value  of  the  remaining 
shipyards  at  a  higher  military  value  level  than  that  of  the  current  configuration  of 
shipyards.  Other  options  either  reduced  capacity  below  that  required  to  support  the 
a{^oved  force  levels,  eliminated  specific  capabilities  needed  to  support  mission 
requirements  or  resulted  in  a  Iowct  military  value  for  this  group  of  activities. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  closure  are  $246.7 
million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $66.2  million  with  a  return  on  investment  in  one 
year.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty-year  period  is  a  savings 
of  $3853  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NSY  Charleston  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  5.2  percent  of  the 
local  employment  base  in  the  Charleston  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA), 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Other  1993  closure  and  realignment 
recommendations  bring  the  total  impact  on  the  Charleston  MSA  to  15  percent.  There 
is  no  significant  community  infiastructure  impact  at  any  receiving  location  resulting 
from  this  closure.  Generation  of  hazardous  wastes  and  pollutants  will  be  eliminated. 
Currently,  programmed  environmental  projects  will  be  completed  as  part  of  the  closure 
actions,  which  will  also  eliminate  the  need  to  operate  the  hazardous  waste  facilities  and 
to  do  aimual  dredging. 
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Naval  Station  Charleston,  South  Carolina 

Recommendation:  Close  Naval  Station  (NS),  Charleston  and  relocate  assign^  ships 
to  Naval  Stations,  Norfolk,  Virginia;  Mayport,  Horida;  P^cagoula,  h^ssissippi; 
Ingleside,  Texas  and  Submarine  Base,  Kings  Bay,  Georgia.  Appropriate  personnel, 
equipment  and  support,  to  include  the  drydock,  will  be  reloca^  with  the  ships. 
Disposition  of  major  tenants  is  as  follows:  Planning,  Estimating,  Repair  and 
Alterations  (PERA)  relocates  to  Portsmouth,  Virginia;  the  Naval  Investigative  Service 
Regional  Office  disestablishes;  Ship  Intermediate  Maintenance  Activity,  Charleston 
disestablishes,  and  the  Naval  Reswve  Center  and  REDCOM  7  relocate  to  leased  space 
in  the  Charleston  area;  Fleet  and  Mine  Warfare  Training  Center  relocates  to 
Station  Ingleside,  Heet  Training  Center  Mayport,  and  Fleet  Training  Center  Norfolk; 
Submarine  Training  FacUity  Charleston  disestabUshes.  Family  housing  located  within 
the  Charleston  Navy  complex  will  be  retained  as  necessary  to  support  the  nearby  Naval 
Weapons  Station  Charleston. 

Justification:  The  piers  and  maintenance  activity  at  NS  Charleston  are  excess  to  the 
capacity  required  to  sujqxirt  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  A  comprehensive  analysis 
of  naval  station  berthing  capacity  was  performed  with  a  goal  of  reducing  excess 
capacity  to  the  maximum  extent  while  maintaining  the  overall  military  value  of  the 
remaining  naval  stations.  To  provide  berthing  to  support  projected  force  structure,  the 
resulting  mix  of  naval  stations  was  configured  to  satisfy  specific  mission  requirements, 
including:  100  percent  aircraft  carrier  berthing  in  each  fleet;  ammunition  ships  at 
ESQD-approved  berthing;  one  SSN/SSBN  unique  base  complex  per  fleet,  and 
maintenance  of  the  Norfolk  and  San  Diego  fleet  concentrations  as  part  of  the  solution. 
The  berths  at  the  NS  Charleston  are  excess  to  Navy  requirements.  The  relocation  of 
the  21  ships  currently  based  at  NS  Charleston  will  allow  the  closure  of  this  naval  base 
and  eliminate  almost  half  of  the  excess  berthing  capacity  in  bases  supporting  the 
Atlantic  Heet.  This  closure,  combined  with  other  recommended  closures  and 
realignments  in  the  Atlantic  Heet,  results  in  the  maximum  reduction  of  excess  capacity 
while  increasing  average  military  value  of  the  remaining  Atlantic  Heet  Bases. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$185.0  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $92.6  million  with  an  immediate  return 
on  investment.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is 
a  savings  of  $748.1  milhon. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  this  naval  station  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
•Die  projected  potential  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  7.0  percent  of  the  employment 
base  in  the  Charleston  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA),  psuming  no  economic 
recovery.  Other  1993  closure  and  realignment  recommendations  bring  the  total  impact 
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on  this  MSA,  assuming  no  economic  lecoveiy,  to  15  percent  There  is  no  known 
community  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving  installation.  There  is  no  significant 
environmental  impact  resulting  from  t^  closure.  Environmental  cleanup  will  be 
continued  until  complete. 


Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas,  Texas 

Recommendation:  Close  the  Naval  Air  Station  (NAS),  Dallas  and  relocate  its  aircraft 
and  associated  p^onnel,  equipment  and  support  to  Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort 
Worth,  Texas.  The  following  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Centers  relocate  to 
Carswell  Air  Force  Base:  Naval  Reserve  CentCT,  Dallas,  Marine  Corp  Reserve  Center, 
Dallas,  Marine  Corps  Res^e  Center  (Wing)  Dallas,  and  REDCOM  11. 

Justification:  Naval  air  forces  are  being  reduced  consistent  with  the  fleet  reductions 
in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  Projected  force  levels  reflected  for  both  active  and 
reserve  aviation  elements  leave  the  Navy  with  significant  excess  capacity  in  the  reserve 
air  station  category.  Qosure  of  Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas  and  reconstitution  at 
Carswell  Air  Force  Base  provides  the  reserves  with  a  significantly  superior  air  base. 
The  resulting  air  station,  with  Air  Force  reserve  squadrons  now  as  tenants,  will  remove 
the  opoational  difficulties  currently  experienced  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas, 
including  flight  conflicts  with  the  civilian  airport.  This  closure,  combined  with  three 
others  in  this  category,  results  in  the  maximum  reduction  of  excess  capacity  in  reserve 
air  stations  while  increasing  the  average  military  value  of  the  remaining  bases  in  this 
category. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$24.0  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $5.2  million  with  a  return  on  investment 
in  five  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is 
a  savings  of  $30.8  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NAS  Dallas  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The 
projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.5  percent  of  the 
employment  base  of  the  Dallas,  Texas  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  There  is  no  known  community  infrastructure  impact  at  the 
receiving  installation.  Diere  will  be  no  significant  environmental  impacts  as  a  result  of 
this  action.  Generation  of  hazardous  waste  and  pollutants  will  be  eliminated.  The 
hazardous  waste  storage  facility  operated  by  NAS  Dallas  will  have  to  be  closed  in 
accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Part  B  permit  In  addition,  this  closure  will 
remove  special  use  air  space  restrictions  (such  as  military  operating  areas),  and  reduce 
noise  levels  and  air  emissions. 


74 


Naval  Aviation  Depot  Norfolk,  Virginia 


Recommendation!  Close  Naval  Aviation  Depot  (NADEP),  Norfolk  and  relocate  repair 
ct^bility  as  necessary  to  other  depot  maintenance  activities.  This  relocation  may 
include  personnel,  equipment  and  support  The  Depot  workload  will  move  to  other 
depot  maintenance  activities,  including  the  private  sector. 

Justification:  Naval  Aviation  Depot  Norfolk  is  recommended  for  closure  because  its 
c{q)acity  is  excess  to  that  required  to  support  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  Projected 
reductions  require  an  almost  50  percent  reduction  in  capacity  in  the  Navy  aviation 
depots.  In  determining  the  mix  of  aviation  depots  which  would  achieve  the  maximum 
reduction  in  excess  capacity,  the  Navy  determined  that  there  must  be  at  least  one 
aviation  depot  at  a  fleet  concentration  on  each  coast  The  work  performed  at  NADEP, 
Norfolk  can  be  performed  at  other  aviation  maintenance  activities,  including  the  private 
sector.  While  the  military  value  of  the  Naval  Aviation  Depot  Norfolk  was  not 
substantially  less  than  that  of  the  Naval  Aviation  Depots  at  Cherry  Point  and 
Jacksonville,  those  NADEPs  possess  unique  features  and  capabilities  which  required 
their  retention.  The  closure  of  NADEP  Norfolk  will  reduce  excess  capacity  in  this 
category  and  maintain  or  increase  the  average  military  value  of  the  remaining  depots. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$172.5  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $108.2  million  with  an  immediate  return 
on  investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is 
a  savings  of  $748.5  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  the  NADEP  Norfolk  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  1.9  percent  of  the 
employment  base  of  the  Norfolk-Virginia  Beach-Newport  News,  Virginia  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area  (MSA)  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  However,  because  of  other 
closures  and  realignments  into  this  area,  there  will  be  a  net  0.7  percent  increase  in 
employment.  There  is  no  known  community  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving 
installation.  There  are  no  significant  environmental  impacts  occasioned  by  this  closure. 
Generation  of  hazardous  wastes  and  pollutants  will  be  eliminated,  as  will  air  emissions, 
which  will  result  in  air  emission  "credits". 


Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut 

Recommendation:  Realign  Naval  Submarine  Base  (NSB),  New  London  by 
terminating  its  mission  to  homeport  ships.  Relocate  berthed  ships,  their  personnel, 
associated  equipment  and  other  support  to  the  Submarine  Base,  Kings  Bay,  Georgia 
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and  the  Naval  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia.  This  relocation  is  to  include  a  floating 
diydock.  Piers,  waterfront  facilities,  and  related  property  shall  be  retained  by  the  Navy 
at  New  London,  Connecticut  The  Nuclear  Submarine  Support  Facility,  a  major  tenant, 
relocates  to  Kings  Bay,  Georgia  and  Norfolk,  Virginia;  and  another  major  tenant  the 
Nuclear  Powo*  Training  Unit  disestablishes. 

Justification:  Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London’s  capacity  is  excess  to  that 
required  to  support  the  number  of  ships  reflected  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  A 
comprehensive  analysis  of  naval  station  berthing  capacity  was  performed  with  a  goal 
of  reducing  excess  c^racity  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  while  maintaining  the 
overall  mihtaiy  value  of  the  remaining  naval  stations.  To  provide  berthing  to  support 
the  inojected  force  structure,  the  resulting  mix  of  naval  stations  was  configured  to 
satisfy  specific  mission  requirements,  including:  100  percent  aircraft  carrier  berthing  in 
each  fleet;  ammunition  ships  at  ESQD-^jproved  berthing;  one  SSN/SSBN  unique  base 
complex  pCT  fleet;  and  maintenance  of  the  Norfolk  and  San  Diego  fleet  concentrations. 
With  a  reduction  in  ships,  the  Navy  requires  one  submarine  base  per  Fleet  In  view  of 
the  cai^ity  at  the  Submarine  Base,  Kings  Bay  and  the  Naval  Station,  Norfolk,  the 
sulnnaiines  based  at  New  London  can  be  relocated  to  activities  with  a  higher  military 
value.  The  education  and  training  missions  being  performed  at  the  Submarine  Base, 
New  London  will  continue  to  be  performed  there  and  the  Navy  will  retain  piers, 
waterfront  facilities  and  related  property.  This  realignment,  combined  with  other 
reconunended  closures  and  reabgnments  in  the  Atlantic  Fleet,  results  in  the  maximum 
reduction  of  excess  capacity  while  increasing  the  average  military  value  of  the 
remaining  Atlantic  Fleet  bases. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  realignment  are  $260 
^lion.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $74.6  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $502.7  million. 

Impacts:  The  realignment  of  Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London  will  have  an 
impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct 
and  indirect)  in  the  New  London,  CT-Norwich,  CT-Rhode  Island  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area  is  7.4  percent  of  the  employment  base,  assuming  no  economic 
recovery.  Potential  conununity  infrastructure  impact  was  identified  at  Submarine  Base, 
Kings  Bay,  Georgia,  relating  primarily  to  schools  and  roads.  Costs  of  remediating 
these  impacts  were  included  in  the  return  on  investment  calculations.  This  closure  will 
result  in  a  reduction  in  the  generation  of  hazardous  wastes,  which,  because  Naval 
Submarine  Base,  New  London  is  on  the  National  Priorities  List,  will  have  a  positive 
impact  on  the  on-going  efforts  to  clean  up  the  site.  There  will  be  no  other  significant 
environmental  impacts  from  this  closure. 
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Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center  Detachment 
White  Oak,  Maryland 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  the  White  Oak  Detachment  of  the  Naval  Surface 
Warfare  Center  (NSWC)  (Dahlgren),  located  at  White  Oak,  Maryland.  Relocate  its 
functions,  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  NSWC-Dahlgren,  Virginia.  The 
jB^operty  and  facilities  at  White  Oak  will  be  retained  for  use  by  the  Navy  so  that  it 
may,  among  other  things,  relocate  the  Naval  Sea  Systems  (NAVSEA)  Command  from 
lea^  space  in  Arlington,  Virginia. 

Justification:  This  technical  center  is  recommended  for  closure  because  its  cap^ity  is 
excess  to  that  required  by  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  There  is  excess  capacity  in 
this  category  based  on  a  comparison  of  budgeted  workload  during  the  period  1986- 
1995  and  the  FY  1995  budgeted  workload.  A  review  of  the  Navy  budget  displays  a 
clear  decline  in  the  period  1995-1999.  As  the  work  declines,  the  excess  capacity 
increases  thereby  requiring  a  reduction  in  facilities  and  personnel.  The  technical 
centers  throughout  the  Department  of  the  Navy  currently  have  significant  excess 
capacity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support  significantly 
higher  naval  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  greatly  in  excess  of  those 
projected  if  all  resources  are  to  be  fully  employed.  Given  this  excess  capacity  and  the 
imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels,  it  is  imperative  to  realign  and  compress 
wherever  possible  so  that  the  remaining  technical  centers  will  have  the  greater  military 
value  to  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$74  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $22.3  million  with  a  return  on  investnient  in 
two  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $103.3  million.  This  includes  the  relocation  of  NAVSEA. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NSWC-Dahlgren,  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect  is  1.0  percent  of  the 
employment  base  in  this  Metropolitan  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  The 
closure  of  NSWC-Dahlgren  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  environment  as  a  source 
of  pollution  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will  continue 
until  completed. 
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1st  Marine  Corps  District 
Garden  City,  New  York 

Reconunendation:  Qose  the  1st  Marine  District,  Garden  City,  New  York  and  relocate 
necessary  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  the  Defense  Distribution  Region  East, 
New  Cumberland,  Pennsylvania.  The  Defense  Contract  Management  Area  Office,  a 
present  tenant  in  the  facility  occupied  by  this  activity  as  its  host,  will  remain  in  place 
and  assume  responsibility  for  this  facility.  The  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Center,  Garden 
Qty  wUl  relocate  to  Fort  Hamilton,  New  York. 

Justification:  The  reductions  in  force  structure  require  a  reduction  of  capacity  in 
administrative  activities.  Consolidation  of  this  activity  into  a  joint  services 
organization  will  enhance  its  ability  to  discharge  its  mission  most  effectively  and 
economically. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$6.3  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $1  million  with  a  return  on  investment  in 
six  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $2.8  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  and  relocation  of  this  activity  wUl  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  p-ojected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.01 
percent  of  the  employment  base  of  the  Nassau-Suffolk,  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area, 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  There  is  no  known  community  infrastructure  impact 
at  any  receiving  installation,  lliere  are  no  environmental  impacts  occasioned  by  this 
closure  and  realignment  Any  necessary  environmental  clean-ups  will  continue  until 
competed. 


Naval  Education  and  Training  Center,  Newport,  Rhode  Island 

Recommendation:  Realign  the  Naval  Education  and  Training  Center  (NETC) 
Newport  and  terminate  the  Center’s  mission  to  berth  ships.  Relocate  the  ships  to 
Nav^  Station  Maypoit,  Florida  and  Naval  Station  Norfolk,  Virginia.  Piers,  waterfront 
facilities  and  related  property  shall  be  retained  by  NETC  Newport.  The  Education  and 
Training  Center  will  remain  to  satisfy  its  education  and  training  mission. 

Justification:  The  piers  and  maintenance  activity  associated  with  NETC  Newport  are 
excess  to  the  capacity  required  to  support  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  A 
comprehensive  analysis  of  naval  station  berthing  capacity  was  performed  with  a  goal 
of  reducing  excess  capacity  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  while  maintaining  the 
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overall  military  value  of  the  remaining  naval  stations.  To  provide  berthing  to  support 
the  projected  force  structure,  the  resulting  mix  of  naval  stations  was  configured  to 
satisfy  specific  mission  requirements,  including:  100  percent  aircraft  carrier  berthing  in 
each  fleet;  ammunition  ships  at  ESQD-approved  berthing;  one  SSN/SSBN  unique  base 
complex  per  fleet;  and  maintenance  of  the  Norfolk  and  San  Diego  fleet  concentrations. 
NETC  Newport  currently  berths  five  ships  which  can  be  absorbed  at  other  homeports 
with  a  higher  military  value.  This  realignment,  combined  with  other  recommended 
closures  and  realignments  in  the  Atlantic  Fleet,  results  in  the  maximum  reduction  of 
excess  capacity  while  increasing  the  average  military  value  of  the  remaining  Atlantic 
Fleet  bases. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  realignment  are  $23.5 
million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $4.3  million  with  a  return  on  investment  in  two 
years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $20.3  million. 

Impacts:  The  realignment  of  NETC  Newport  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  3.0 
percent  of  the  local  employment  base  in  Newport  County,  assuming  no  economic 
recovery.  There  is  no  known  community  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving 
location.  Realignment  of  NETC  Newport  will  eliminate  sources  of  pollution  and 
remove  operational  and  future  developmental  constraints  such  as  explosive  safety  arcs 
and  electromagnetic  radiation  hazard  areas.  There  are  no  significant  environmental 
impacts  at  either  Naval  Station  Mayport  or  Naval  Station  Norfolk. 


Naval  Air  Station  Memphis,  Tennessee 

Recommendation:  Realign  Naval  Air  Station  (NAS)  Memphis  by  terminating  the 
flying  mission  and  relocating  its  reserve  squadrons  to  Carswell  AITB,  Texas.  Relocate 
the  Naval  Air  Technical  Training  Center  to  NAS  Pensacola,  Florida.  The  Bureau  of 
Naval  Personnel,  currently  in  Washington  DC,  will  be  relocated  to  NAS  Memphis  as 
part  of  a  separate  recommendation. 

Justification:  Naval  aviator  requirements  are  decreasing  as  a  result  of  carrier  air 
wing  and  fleet  reductions  consistent  with  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  The  NAS 
Memphis  capacity  is  excess  to  that  required  to  train  the  number  of  student  aviators 
required  to  meet  fleet  needs.  The  Navy  analyzed  its  training  air  stations  with  a  goal  of 
reducing  excess  capacity  to  the  maximum  extent  consistent  with  the  decreasing 
throughput  of  students.  Any  remaining  mix  of  air  stations  needed,  at  a  minimum,  to 
maintain  the  overall  military  value  of  the  remaining  bases,  while  allowing  continuance 
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of  key  mission  requirements  and  maximized  efficiency.  These  factors  included 
avail^ility  of  training  airspace,  outlying  fields  and  access  to  ovra^ater  training.  The 
inland  location  of  NAS  Memphis  and  lack  of  training  airspace  make  it  a  primary 
candidate  for  closure.  Its  realignment  combined  with  the  recommended  closure  of 
NAS  Meridian,  Mississippi,  reduces  excess  edacity  while  allowing  consolidation  of 
naval  air  training  around  the  two  air  stations  with  the  highest  military  value.  The 
resulting  configuration  increases  the  average  military  value  of  the  reiruiining  training 
air  stations  and  maximizes  efficiency  through  restructuring  around  the  two  hubs,  thus 
increasing  the  effectiveness  of  aviation  training.  Relocation  of  the  Naval  Air  Technical 
Training  Center  fiUs  excess  edacity  created  by  the  closure  of  the  Naval  Aviation 
Depot  and  the  Naval  Supply  Center  at  NAS  Pensacola. 

Return  On  Investment:  The  total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  both  the  NAS 
Meridian  and  NAS  Memphis  recommendations  are  $274.1  million.  Annual  recurring 
savings  for  both  actions  are  $82.2  million  with  a  return  on  investment  in  two  years. 

The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of 
$481.1  rtiiUon. 

Impacts:  The  realignment  of  NAS  Memphis  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  3.1 
percent  of  the  local  enq)loyment  base  in  the  Memphis  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area 
(MSA),  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  because  of 
other  1993  realigrunent  actions  into  this  MSA,  the  net  decrease  is  2.2  percent. 
Realignment  of  NAS  Memphis  will  reduce  noise  impacts  and  hazardous  wastes 
generation.  It  will  also  remove  special  use  airspace  restrictions.  This  realignment  has 
no  significant  environmental  or  community  impacts  at  either  NAS  Pensacola  or 
C!arswell  AFB. 


Naval  Civil  Engineering  Laboratory  (NCEL) 

Port  Hueneme,  California 

Recommendation:  Close  this  technical  center  and  realign  necessary  functions, 
personnel,  equipment,  and  support  at  the  Construction  Battalion  Center,  Port  Hueneme, 
California. 

JustiHcation:  This  technical  center  is  recommended  for  closure  because  its  capacity  is 
excess  to  that  required  by  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  There  is  excess  capacity  in 
this  category  bas^  on  a  comparison  of  budgeted  workload  during  the  period  1986- 
1995  and  the  FY  1995  budgeted  workload.  A  review  of  the  Navy  budget  displays  a 
clear  decline  in  the  period  1995-1999.  Thus,  as  the  work  declines,  the  excess  capacity 
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increases  thereby  requiring  a  reduction  in  facilities  and  personnel.  The  technical 
centers  throughout  the  Department  of  the  Navy  currently  have  significant  excess 
capacity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support  significantly 
higher  naval  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  greatly  in  excess  of  those 
projected  if  all  resources  are  to  be  fully  employed.  Given  this  excess  capacity  and  the 
imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels,  it  is  imperative  to  reahgn  and  compress 
wherever  possible  so  that  the  remaining  technical  centers  wiU  have  the  greater  military 
value  to  the  Department  of  the  Navy.  The  Department  of  the  Navy  will  dispose  of  this 
property  and  any  proceeds  will  be  used  to  defray  base  closure  expenses. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$27.0  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  arc  $7.4  million  with  a  return  on  investoent 
in  two  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  penod  is  a 
savings  of  $37.2  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  this  activity  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The 
projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect  is  0.04  percent  of  the 
employment  base  in  this  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic 
recovery.  This  closure  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  environment  as  a  source  of 
pollution  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will  continue 
until  completed. 


Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 
Western  Engineering  Field  Division 
San  Bruno,  California 

Recommendation:  Realign  the  Western  Engineering  Field  Division,  Naval  Facilities 
Engineering  Command  (NAVFAC),  San  Bruno,  CaUfomia.  Retain  in  place  necessary 
personnel,  equipment  and  support  as  a  Base  Realignment  and  Qosure  (BRAQ 
Engineering  Field  Activity  under  the  management  of  the  Southwestern  Field  Division, 

NAVFAC,  San  Diego,  California. 

Justification:  The  reduction  in  the  force  structure  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Pl^ 
and  the  closure  of  major  naval  activities  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area  requires  me 
realignment  of  this  activity.  The  activity’s  capacity  to  handle  NAWAC’s  considerabk 
responsibiUties  in  dealing  with  environmental  matters  arising  out  of  the  1993  round  ot 
base  closures  will  remain  in  the  same  geographic  area.  The  activity  presently  has  such 
capacity.  Retaining  it  for  this  purpose  is  a  more  economical  and  efficient  alternative 
than  relocating  it  to  San  Diego  and  then  handling  on-site  problems  on  a  travel  status. 
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Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$0.8  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $13  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $8.0  million. 

Impacts:  The  realignment  of  this  naval  activity  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.01 
percent  of  the  employment  base  of  the  San  Francisco,  California  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovCTy.  There  is  no  known  community 
intetructure  inqiact  at  any  receiving  installation.  There  are  no  significant 
environmental  impacts  occasioned  by  this  realignment.  Any  necessary  environmental 
clean-iq)s  will  continue  until  completed. 


Planning,  Estimating,  Repair  and  Alteration  Centers  (PERA) 

Reconunendation:  Disestablish  the  following  four  technical  centers  and  relocate 
ne^s^  functions,  personnel,  equipment,  and  support  at  the  Supervisor  of 
Shipbuilding,  Conversion  and  Repair,  San  Diego,  California,  Portsmouth,  Virginia  and 
Newport  News,  Virginia: 

(PERA)-(CV),  Bremerton,  Washington, 

0*ERA)-(Surface)  Atlantic,  Norfolk,  Virginia, 

^ERA)-(Surface)  Pacific,  San  Francisco,  California, 

(PERA)-(Surface)  (HQ),  Philadelphia,  Peimsylvania. 

Justification:  These  technical  centers  are  recommended  for  disestablishment  because 
their  capacity  is  excess  to  that  required  by  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  There  is 
excess  capacity  in  this  category  based  on  a  comparison  of  budgeted  workload  during 
the  period  1986-1995  and  the  FY  1995  budgeted  workload.  A  review  of  the  Navy 
budget  displays  a  clear  decline  in  the  period  1995-1999.  Thus,  as  the  work  declines, 
the  excess  capacity  increases  thereby  requiring  a  reduction  in  facilities  and  personnel. 
The  technical  centers  throughout  the  Department  of  the  Navy  currently  have  significant 
excess  capacity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support 
significantly  higher  naval  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  greatly  in  excess  of 
those  projected  if  all  resources  are  to  be  fully  employed.  Given  this  excess  capacity 
and  the  imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels,  it  is  imperative  to  realign  and 
compress  wherever  possible  so  that  the  remaining  technical  centers  will  have  the 
greater  military  value  to  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 
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Return  On  Investment:  Estimated  one-lime  costs  of  disestablishing  PERA  (CV)  are 
$6.3  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  sue  $0.7  million  with  a  return  on  investment  in 
12  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  0.7  million.  Combined  one-time  costs  for  disestablishing  the  other  three 
PERAs  (Surface)  are  $8.8  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $2.3  million  with  a 
return  on  investment  in  four  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a 
twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $13.7  million. 

Impacts:  Disestablishing  the  PERAs  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economies  in 
each  locality.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  for 
each  locality  is  as  follows: 

0.4  percent  in  the  Puget  Sound,  WA,  MSA 

0.01  percent  in  the  Norfolk- Virginia  Beach-Newport  News  MSA 

0.09  percent  in  the  Vallejo-Fairfield-Napa,  CA,  MSA 

0.02  percent  in  the  Philadelphia,  PA-New  Jersey,  MSA 

Disestablishing  these  centers  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  environment  as  a 
source  of  pollution  will  be  eliminated. 


Public  Works  Center,  San  Francisco,  California 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  the  Public  Works  Center  (PWC)  San  Francisco. 

Justification:  PWC  San  Francisco’s  capacity  is  excess  to  that  required  by  the  DoD 
Force  Structure  Plan  and,  due  to  other  Navy  closures  and  realignments,  its  principal 
customer  base  has  been  eliminated. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$37.5  million.  Annual  savings  are  $27.1  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $180.2  million. 

Impacts:  Disestablishment  of  PWC  San  Francisco  wiU  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  emplo)mient  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  0.3 
percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Oakland  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA), 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Other  1993  closure  and  realignment 
recommendations  bring  the  total  impact  on  the  Oakland  MSA  to  4.9  percent.  The 
disestablishment  of  PWC  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  environment  as  a  source 
of  pollution  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will  continue 

until  completed. 
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Naval  Hospital,  Orlando,  Florida 


Recommendation:  Qose  the  Naval  Hospital,  Orlando  and  relocate  c^tain  military 
and  civilian  prasonnel  to  oth^  Naval  Hospitals. 

Justification:  Naval  Hospitals  are  situated  and  their  size  determined  for  location  near 
operating  forces  whose  personnel  will  require  medical  support  in  numb^  significant 
enough  to  mandate  a  medical  facility  as  large  as  a  hospit^.  Given  the  extensive  use  of 
CHAMPUS,  any  Naval  Hospital  closure  must  be  predicated  upon  the  elimination  of  the 
forces  which  created  a  demand  for  the  jnesence  of  a  Naval  Hospital  in  the  first 
instance.  The  Naval  Training  Center,  Orlando  which  was  supported  by  the  Naval 
Hosjrital,  Orlando  is  being  recommended  for  closure.  Accor^gly,  the  operating  force 
support  previously  provided  by  the  Naval  Hospital,  Orlando  is  no  longer  required  and 
closure  follows  the  decision  to  close  the  Naval  Training  Cent^. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$51.3  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $8.1  million  with  a  return  on  investment 
in  six  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  ovra*  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $21.9  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  Naval  Hospital,  Orlando  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
econtnny.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  0.4 
percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Orlando,  Florida  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area, 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  The  closure  of  the  Naval  Hospital  will  have  a 
positive  impact  on  the  environment  as  a  source  of  pollution  will  be  eliminated. 
Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will  continue  until  completed. 


Naval  Supply  Center,  Pensacola,  Florida 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  the  Naval  Supply  Center  (NSC)  Pensacola. 

Justification:  NSC  Pensacola’s  capacity  is  excess  to  the  requirements  of  the  DoD 
Force  Structure  Plan.  The  principal  customer  of  NSC  Pensacola,  the  Naval  Aviation 
Depot,  Pensacola  is  also  recommended  for  closure.  The  workload  of  NSC  Pensacola 
will  move  with  its  customer’s  workload  to  receiving  bases. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$7.9  million.  Aimual  recurring  savings  are  $6.7  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $62.8  million. 


Impacts:  The  disestablishment  of  NSC  Pensacola  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  0.3 
pocent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Pensacola  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA), 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Oth^  1993  closure  and  realignment 
recommendations  bring  the  total  impact  on  the  Pensacola  MSA  to  a  net  gain  of  4.3 
percent  The  disestablishment  of  NSC  Pensacola  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the 
environment  as  a  source  of  potential  hazardous  wastes  and  pollutants  will  be 
eliminated.  Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will  continue  until  completed. 


Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center  Detachment 
AimapoUs,  Maryland 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  the  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Cfenter  (NSWC)- 
Carderock,  Annapolis  Detachment  Annapolis,  Maryland,  and  relocate  the  necessary 
functions,  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  the  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center 
(NSWC)-Carderock,  Pl^adelphia  Detachment  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania,  and  NSWC- 
Carderock,  Bethesda,  Maryland. 

Justification:  This  technical  center  is  recommended  for  disestablishment  because  its 
capacity  is  excess  to  that  required  by  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  There  is  excess 
capacity  in  this  category  based  on  a  comparison  of  budgeted  workload  during  the 
p^od  1986-1995  and  the  FY  1995  budgeted  workload.  A  review  of  the  Navy  budget 
displays  a  clear  decline  in  the  period  1995-1999.  Thus,  as  the  work  declines,  the 
excess  capacity  increases  thereby  requiring  a  reduction  in  facilities  and  personnel.  The 
technical  centers  throughout  the  Department  of  the  Navy  currently  have  signiticant 
excess  capacity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support 
significantly  higher  naval  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  greatly  in  excess  of 
those  projected  if  all  resources  are  to  be  fully  employed.  Given  this  excess  capacity 
and  the  imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels,  it  is  imperative  to  realign  and 
compress  wherever  possible  so  that  the  remaining  technical  centers  will  have  the 
greater  military  value  to  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$24.8  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $7.8  million  with  a  return  on  investment 
in  three  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is 
a  savings  of  $30.8  million. 

Impacts:  The  disestablishment  of  NSWC-Carderock,  Annapolis  Detachment  will  have 
an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct 
and  indirect  is  0.05  percent  of  the  employment  base  in  this  Metropolitan  Statistical 
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Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  The  disestablishment  of  NSWC-Carderock  will 
have  a  positive  impact  on  the  environment  as  a  source  of  pollution  will  be  eliminated. 
Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will  continue  until  completed. 


Navy  Radio  Transmission  Facility,  Annapolis,  Maryland 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  the  Navy  Radio  Transmission  Facili^  (NRTF), 
Annapolis.  The  Navy  shall  retain  the  real  property  on  which  this  facility  resides. 

Justification:  This  action  is  recommended  to  eliminate  redundancy  in  geographic 
coverage  in  Naval  telecommunications.  Projected  reductions  contained  in  the  DoD 
Force  Structure  Plan  support  a  decrease  in  telecommunications  capacity.  South- 
Atlantic  VLF  communications  coverage  is  duplicated  by  the  NRTF  Annapolis  and 
NCTS  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Mid-Atlantic  VLF  by  NRTF  Annapolis  and  NRTF  Cutler, 
Maine.  Since  both  the  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Maine  facilities  also  are  the  sole  covmge 
for  another  geographic  area,  and  since  NRTF  Annapolis  is  not,  it  could  be 
disestablished  without  eliminating  coverage.  The  property  on  which  this  activity  has 
been  sited  will  be  retained  by  the  Navy  to  suj^xirt  educational  requirements  at  the 
Naval  Academy. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$0.S  milhon.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $0.1  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $6.4  million. 

Impacts:  There  will  be  no  net  change  in  employment  as  a  result  of  this  action.  The 
current  staffing  is  scheduled  for  elimination  as  a  result  of  planned  force  structure 
changes.  There  is  no  significant  impact  on  the  environment  resulting  from  this  closure. 


Sea  Automated  Data  Systems  Activity  (SEAADSA) 

Indian  Head,  Maryland 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  the  Sea  Automated  Data  Systems  Activity 
(SEAADSA)  and  relocate  necessary  functions,  personnel,  equipment,  and  support  at 
Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center  (NSWC)  Indian  Head,  Maryland. 

Justification:  This  technical  center  is  recommended  for  disestablishment  because  its 
capacity  is  excess  to  that  required  by  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  There  is  excess 
capacity  in  this  category  based  on  a  comparison  of  budgeted  workload  during  the 


period  1986-1995  and  the  FY  1995  budget  workload.  A  review  of  the  Navy  budget 
displays  a  clear  decline  in  the  period  1995-1999.  Thus,  as  the  work  declines,  the 
excess  capacity  increases  thereby  requiring  a  reduction  in  facilities  and  personnel.  The 
technical  centers  throughout  the  Department  of  the  Navy  currently  have  significant 
excess  ciq)acity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support 
significantly  higher  naval  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  greatly  in  excess  of 
those  projected  if  all  resources  are  to  be  fully  employed.  Given  this  excess  capacity 
and  the  imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels,  it  is  imperative  to  realign  and 
compress  wherevCT  possible  so  that  the  remaining  technical  centers  will  have  the 
greats  military  value  to  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$0.1  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $0.5  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $3.4  million. 

Impacts:  Disestablishing  of  SEAADSA  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect  is  less  than  0.01 
percent  of  the  employment  base  in  this  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  Disestablishing  of  SEAADSA  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the 
environment  as  a  source  of  pollution  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental  mitigation  and 
restoration  will  continue  un^  completed. 


Naval  Air  Facility,  Detroit,  Michigan 

Recommendation:  Close  Naval  Air  Facility  (NAF),  Detroit  and  relocate  its  aircraft 
and  associated  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  the  Naval  Air  Station  Jacksonville, 
Florida  and  Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  TX.  The  Mt.  Clemons,  Michigan 
Marine  Corps  Reserve  Center  wiU  relocate  to  the  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Center,  Twin 
Cities,  Minnesota. 

Justification:  Naval  air  forces  are  being  reduced  consistent  with  fleet  reductions  in 
the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  Projected  force  levels  reflected  for  both  active  and 
reserve  aviation  elements  leave  the  Department  with  significant  excess  capacity  in  the 
reserve  air  station  category.  Given  the  greater  operational  activity  of  active  air 
stations,  the  decision  to  rely  on  reserve  aviation  elements  in  support  of  active  operating 
forces  places  a  high  military  value  on  locating  reserve  aviation  elements  on  active 
operating  air  bases  to  the  extent  possible.  Oosure  of  NAF  Detroit  will  eliminate 
excess  capacity  at  the  reserve  air  base  with  the  lowest  military  value  and  allow 
relocation  of  most  of  its  assets  to  the  major  P-3  active  force  base  at  NAS  Jacksonville. 
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In  arriving  at  the  recommendation  to  close  NAF  Detroit,  a  specific  analysis  was 
conducted  to  ensure  that  there  was  demographic  su{^it  for  purposes  of  force 
recruiting  in  the  areas  to  which  the  reserve  aircraft  are  being  relocated. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$4.9  million.  Aimual  recurring  savings  are  $10.3  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  ovw  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $103.2  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NAF  Detroit  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The 
projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.05  percent  of  the 
employment  base  of  the  Detroit,  Nfichigan  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  recovoy.  There  is  no  significant  community  infrastructure  impact  at  any 
receiving  installation.  There  will  be  no  significant  environmental  impacts  resulting 
firom  this  action.  The  closure  will  eliminate  the  generation  of  hazardous  wastes  and 
poUutants. 


Naval  Air  Facility,  Midway  Island 

Recommendation:  Close  Naval  Air  Facility  (NAF),  Midway  Island. 

Justification:  The  1991  Commission  Report,  pages  5-19,  recommended  the 
elimination  of  the  mission  at  NAF  Midway  Island  and  its  continued  operation  under  a 
caretaker  status.  Based  on  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan,  its  capacity  is  excess  to  that 
needed  to  support  forces  in  its  geographic  area.  There  is  no  operational  need  for  this 
air  facility  to  remain  in  the  inventory  even  in  a  caretaker  status.  Therefore,  the  Navy 
reconunends  that  NAF  Midway  be  closed  and  appropriate  disposal  action  taken. 

Return  On  Investment:  The  one-time  cost  of  this  closure  is  $2.1  million.  The 
annual  recurring  savings  is  $6.6  million  with  an  immediate  return  on  investment.  The 
net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $66.1 
million. 

Impacts:  Because  of  the  light  economic  activity  at  this  geographic  area,  there  will  be 
no  significant  impact  on  the  local  economy  resulting  from  this  recommendation. 
Qosure  of  this  facility  will  perpetuate  the  restrictions  incident  to  the  designation  by  the 
U.S.  Rsh  and  Wildlife  Service  of  Midway  Atoll  as  an  Overlay  National  Wildlife 
Refuge.  All  environmental  clean-up  efforts  will  continue  until  complete. 
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Submarine  Maintenance)  Engineering,  Planning 
and  Procurement  (SUBMEPP),  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  the  Submarine  Maintenance»  Engineering,  Planning 
Procurement  (SUBMEPP),  New  Han^)shire  and  relocate  the  necessary  functions, 
personnel,  equipment,  and  support  tU  Supervisor  of  Shipbuilding,  Conversion  and 
Repair,  Portsmouth  Naval  Shipyard,  Kitteiy,  Maine. 

Justification:  This  technical  center  is  recommended  for  disestablishment  because  its 
c^>acity  is  excess  to  that  required  by  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  There  is  excess 
c^>acity  in  this  category  bas^  on  a  con^arison  of  budgeted  workload  during  the 
period  1986-1995  and  the  FY  1995  budget  workload.  A  review  of  the  Navy  budget 
displays  a  clear  decline  in  the  period  1995-1999.  Thus,  as  the  work  declines,  the 
excess  capacity  increases  thereby  requiring  a  reduction  in  facilities  and  personnel.  The 
technical  centers  throughout  the  Department  of  the  Navy  currently  have  significant 
excess  capacity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support 
significantly  higher  naval  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  greatly  in  excess  of 
those  projected  if  all  resources  are  to  be  fully  employed.  Given  this  excess  capacity 
and  the  imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels,  it  is  imperative  to  realign  and 
compress  wherever  possible  so  that  the  remaining  techiucal  centers  will  have  the 
greater  military  value  to  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 

Return  On  Investment;  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$5.9  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $2.6  million  with  a  return  on  investrnent  in 
one  year.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $18.5  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  SUBMEPP  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The 
projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect  is  less  than  0.01  percent 
of  the  employment  base  in  this  MSA  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  The 
disestablishment  of  SUBMEPP  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  environment  as  a 
source  of  pollution  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will 
continue  until  completed. 
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Naval  Air  Warfare  Center  -  Aircraft  Division 
Trenton,  New  Jersey 

Recommendation:  Qose  the  Aircraft  Division  of  the  Naval  Air  Warfare  Center 
(NAWQ  Trenton,  New  Jo^y  and  relocate  q>[70priate  functions,  posonnel,  equipment 
and  support  to  the  Arnold  Engineering  Development  Center,  Tullahoma,  Tennessee, 
and  the  Naval  Air  Warfare  Center,  Patuxent  River,  Maryland. 

Justification:  This  technical  center  is  recommended  for  closure  because  its  capacity  is 

excess  to  that  required  by  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  There  is  excess  capacity  in 

this  category  based  on  a  comparison  of  budgeted  workload  during  the  period  1986- 

1995  and  the  FY  1995  budgeted  workload.  A  review  of  the  Navy  budget  displays  a 

clear  decline  in  the  period  1995-1999.  As  the  work  declines,  the  excess  capacity 

increases  thereby  requiring  a  reduction  in  facilities  and  personnel.  The 

centers  throughout  the  Department  of  the  Navy  currently  have  significant  excess 

capacity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support  significantly 

high^  naval  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  greatly  in  excess  of  those 

projected  if  all  resources  are  to  be  fully  employed.  Given  this  excess  capacity  and  the 

imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels,  it  is  imperative  to  realign  and  compress 

wherever  possible  so  that  the  remaining  technical  cent^  will  have  the  greater  military 

value  to  the  Department  of  the  Navy.  The  closure  of  the  Trenton  Detachment 

completes  a  realignment  of  NAWCS  approved  by  the  1991  Defense  Base  Closure  and 

Realigrunent  Commission,  with  continuing  reductions  in  forces  being  supported  and  in 

resource  levels.  Further  consolidations  are  required  so  that  we  may  have  the  most  ^ ^ 

efficient  and  economic  operation. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$50.1  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $17.8  million  with  a  return  on  investment 
in  two  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $94.8  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  this  naval  technical  center  will  impact  the  local  economy. 

The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.6  percent  of  the 
employment  base  of  the  Trenton,  New  Jersey  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming 
no  econonndc  recovery.  The  closure  of  this  center  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the 
environment,  as  a  source  of  pollution  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental  mitigation 
and  restoration  will  continue  until  completed. 


90 


DOD  Family  Housing  and 
Family  Housing  Office 
Niagara  Falls,  New  York 

Recommendation:  Close  the  DoD  Family  Housing  Office  and  the  111  housing  umts 
it  administers. 

Justification:  The  force  reductions  in  the  DOD  Force  Structure  Plan  require  reduction 
of  support  activities  as  well.  This  activity  administers  housing  umts  which  are  old  and 
substandard  and  expensive  to  maintain.  These  housing  units  are  occupied  by  mibtary 
persoiuiel  performing  recruiting  dudes  in  the  local  area.  The  number  of  recruiting 
persoimel  will  be  drawing  down,  and  those  that  remain  will  be  able  to  find  adequate 
housing  on  the  local  economy. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$0.1  million.  Aimual  recurring  savings  are  $1.5  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  ovct  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $15.5  million. 

Impacts:  This  closure  will  have  an-impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected 
potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.04  percent  of  the  employment 
base  of  the  Niagara  Falls  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic 
recovery.  There  is  no  significant  community  infrastructure  impact  resulting  from  this 
closure.  There  are  no  significant  environmental  iir^acts  occasioned  by  this  closure. 
Any  necessary  environmental  clean-ups  will  continue  until  completed. 


Naval  Air  Technical  Services  Facility,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 

Recommendation:  Close  the  Naval  Air  Technical  Services  Facility,  Philadelphia  and 
relocate  certain  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  the  new  Naval  Air  Systems 
Command  Headquarters,  Patuxent  River,  Maryland. 

Justification:  Projected  reductions  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan  results  in  a 
decrease  in  required  technical  center  capacity.  Budget  levels  and  the  number  of 
operating  forces  being  supported  by  technical  centers  continue  to  decline.  The 
technical  centers  throughout  the  Department  of  the  Navy  currently  have  significant 
excess  capacity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support 
significantly  higher  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  greatly  in  excess  of  those 
projected.  Given  this  excess  capacity  and  the  imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels, 
it  is  imperative  to  realign  and  consolidate  wherever  possible  so  that  the  remaining 
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technical  centers  will  have  the  greater  military  value  to  the  DoD.  Qosure  of  the 
Technical  Services  Facility  eliminates  excess  capacity  and  allows  the  consolidation  of 
necessary  functions  at  the  new  headquarters  concentration  for  the  Naval  Air  Systems 
Command  producing  economies  and  efficiencies  in  the  management  of  assigned 
functions.  This  consolidation  will  also  incorporate  the  Depot  Operation  Center  and  the 
Aviation  Maintenance  Office  currently  at  Patuxent  RIvct. 

Retiirn  On  Investment:  This  recommendation  was  considered  as  part  of  a  package  to 
support  the  new  Naval  Air  Systems  Command  Headquarters  and  the  COBRA  data 
below  applies  to  the  following  realignments  at  Naval  Air  Warfare  Center  -  AD, 
Patuxent  River,  Maryland:  Naval  Air  Systems  Command,  Naval  Aviation  Depot 
OpCTations  Center,  Naval  Aviation  Maintenance  Office,  and  Naval  Air  Technical 
Sovices  Facility.  The  total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$198.0  million.  Armual  lecurring  savings  are  $41.6  million  with  a  return  on 
investment  in  three  years.  The  net  present  value  of  the  costs  and  savings  is  a  savings 
of  $169.4  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  this  naval  technical  center  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.02 
percent  of  the  employment  base  of  the  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania,  New  Jersey 
Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  There  is  no  signfficant 
community  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving  installation.  There  will  be  no 
significant  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  this  action.  Any  necessary 
environmental  clean-up  efforts  will  be  continued  until  completed. 


Naval  Hospital,  Charleston,  South  Carolina 

Recommendation:  (Hose  the  Naval  Hospital,  Charleston  and  relocate  certain  military 
and  civilian  personnel  to  ote  Naval  Hospitals. 

Justiflcation:  Naval  Hospitals  ate  situated  and  their  size  determined  for  location  near 
operating  forces  whose  personnel  will  require  medical  support  in  numbers  significant 
enough  to  mandate  a  medical  facility  as  large  as  a  hospital.  Given  the  extensive  use  of 
CHAMPUS,  any  Naval  Hospital  closure  must  be  predicated  upon  the  elimination  of  the 
operating  forces  which  created  a  demand  for  the  presence  of  a  Naval  Hospital  in  the 
first  instance.  As  a  result  of  the  closure  of  the  Qiarleston  Naval  Station,  the 
Charleston  Naval  Shipyard  and  the  supporting  Supply  Center  and  Public  Works  Center, 
the  active  duty  personnel  previously  supported  by  the  Naval  Hospital,  Charleston,  are 
no  longer  in  die  area  to  be  support^.  (Hosure  of  the  Naval  Hospital  follows  the 
closure  of  these  activities  supporting  these  operating  forces. 
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Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$36.7  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $18.5  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $131  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  Naval  Hospital*  Charleston  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  1.1 
percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Charleston  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area, 
asRiimiTig  no  economic  recovery.  The  closure  of  the  Naval  Hospital  will  have  a 
positive  impact  on  environmental  mitigation,  and  restoration  will  continue  until 
completed. 


Naval  Supply  Center,  Charleston,  South  Carolina 

Reconunendation:  Disestablish  the  Naval  Supply  Center  (NSC)  Charleston. 

Justification:  NSC  Charleston’s  capacity  is  excess  to  the  requirements  of  the  DoD 
Force  Structure  Plan.  The  principal  customers  of  NSC  Charleston,  the  Charleston 
Naval  Shipyard  and  the  Naval  Station  Charleston,  have  been  recommended  for  closure. 
The  workload  of  NSC  Charleston  will  move  with  its  customer’s  workload  to  receiving 
bases. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$13.6  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $16.0  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $122.6  million. 

Impacts:  The  disestablishment  of  NSC  Charleston  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  0.4 
percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Charleston  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA), 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Other  1993  closure  and  realignment 
recommendations  bring  the  total  impact  on  the  Charleston  MSA  to  15  percent.  The 
disestablishment  of  NSC  Charleston  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  environment  as 
hazardous  wastes  and  pollutants  will  no  longer  be  generated.  Environmental  mitigation 
and  restoration  will  continue  until  completed. 
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Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center,  Detachment 
Virginia  Beach,  Virginia 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  the  Virginia-Beach  Detachment  of  the  Naval  Surface 
Warfare  Cento*,  Port  Hueneme  and  relocate  its  functions,  personnel,  equipment  and 
support  to  the  Fleet  Combat  Training  Center,  Dam  Neck,  Virginia. 

Justification:  This  technical  center  is  recommended  for  disestablishment  because  its 
capacity  is  excess  to  that  required  by  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  There  is  excess 
c^>acity  in  this  category  based  on  a  comparison  of  budgeted  workload  during  the 
period  1986-1995  and  the  FY  1995  budgeted  workload.  A  review  of  the  Navy  budget 
displays  a  clear  decline  in  the  period  1995-1999.  As  the  work  declines,  the  excess 
capacity  increases  thereby  requiring  a  reduction  in  facilities  and  posonnel.  The 
technical  centers  throughout  the  Department  of  the  Navy  currently  have  significant 
excess  capacity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support 
significantly  higher  naval  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  greatly  in  excess  of 
those  projected  if  all  resources  are  to  be  fully  employed.  Given  this  excess  capacity 
and  the  imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels,  it  is  imperative  to  realign  and 
compress  whoever  possible  so  that  the  remaining  technical  cent^  will  have  the 
greater  military  value  to  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$2.0  million.  Aimual  recurring  savings  are  $7.0  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $47.8  million. 

Impacts:  TTie  disestablishment  of  the  Detachment  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  0.03 
percent  of  the  employment  base  in  this  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  The  disestablishment  of  the  Detachment  will  have  a  positive 
impact  on  the  environment  as  a  source  of  pollution  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental 
mitigation  and  restoration  will  continue  until  completed. 


Navy  Radio  Transmission  Facility,  Driver,  Virginia 

Recommendation:  Close  the  Navy  Radio  Transmission  Facility  (NRTF),  Driver. 

Justification:  This  closure  is  recommended  to  eliminate  redundancy  in  geographic 
coverage  in  Naval  telecommunications.  Projected  reductions  contained  in  the  DoD 
Force  Structure  Plan  support  a  decrease  in  telecommunications  capacity.  Mid- Atlantic 
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HF  communications  coverage  is  duplicated  by  the  NRTF  Driver  and  NRTF  Saddle 
Branch,  Florida. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$0.5  million.  Aimual  recurring  savings  are  $2.1  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $20.1  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  this  transmission  facility  will  have  no  impact  on  the  local 
economy  since  current  staffing  is  scheduled  for  elimination  as  a  result  of  planned  force 
structure  changes.  The  closure  of  NRTF  Driver  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the 
environment  since  the  source  of  potential  hazardous  wastes  and  pollutants  will  be 
eliminated. 


Naval  Undersea  Warfare  Center  Detachment 
Norfolk,  Virginia 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  the  Norfolk  Detachment  of  the  Naval  Undersea 
Warfare  Center,  Newport,  Rhode  Island,  and  relocate  its  functions,  personnel, 
equipment  and  support  to  the  Naval  Undersea  Warfare  Center  (NUWC),  Newport, 
Rhode  Island. 

Justification:  This  technical  center  is  recommended  for  closure  because  its  capacity  is 
excess  to  that  required  by  the  approved  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  There  is  excess 
capacity  in  this  category  based  on  a  comparison  of  budgeted  workload  during  the 
period  1986-1995  and  the  FY  1995  budgeted  workload.  A  review  of  the  Navy  budget 
displays  a  clear  decline  in  the  period  1995-1999.  Thus,  as  the  work  declines,  the 
excess  capacity  increases  thereby  requiring  a  reduction  in  facilities  and  personnel.  The 
technical  centers  throughout  the  Department  of  the  Navy  currently  have  significant 
excess  capacity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support 
significantly  higher  naval  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  ^eatly  in  excess  of 
those  jM'ojected  if  all  resources  are  to  be  fully  employed.  Given  this  excess  capacity 
and  the  imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels,  it  is  imperative  to  realign  and 
compress  wherever  possible  so  that  the  remaining  technical  centers  will  have  the 
greater  military  value  to  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$18.2  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $6.1  million  with  a  return  on  investment 
in  four  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is 
a  savings  of  $38.4  million. 
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Impacts:  The  closure  of  NUWC,  Norfolk  Detachment,  will  have  an  impact  on  the 
local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is 
0.4  percent  of  the  employment  base  in  this  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  lecovay.  The  closure  of  NUWC,  Norfolk  Detachment,  will  have  a  positive 
impact  on  the  environment  as  a  source  of  pollution  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental 
mitigation  and  restoration  will  continue  until  completed. 


National  Capital  Region  (NCR)  Activities 

Recommendation:  Realign  Navy  National  Cs^ital  Region  activities  and  relocate  them 
as  follows: 


Naval  Air  Systems  Command  to 
Naval  Air  Station 
Patuxent  Riv^,  Maryland 

Naval  Supply  Systems  Command, 

(including  Food  Service  System  (^ce,  and 
Defense  Printing  Management  Systems  Office)  to 
Ship  Parts  Control  CentCT 
Mechanicsburg,  Peimsylvania 

Bureau  of  Naval  Personnel 

(including  Office  of  Military  Manpower  Management)  to 
Naval  Air  Station 
Memphis,  Tennessee 

Naval  Recruiting  Command  to 
Naval  Training  Center 
Great  Lakes,  Illinois 

Naval  Security  Group  Command, 

(including  Security  Group  Station,  and 
Security  Group  Detachment,  Potomac)  to 
National  Security  Agency 
Ft  Meade,  Maryland 

Tactical  Support  Office  to 
Commander-in-Chief 
Atlantic  Fleet 
Norfolk,  Virginia 
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Relocate  the  following  National  Capital  Region  activities  from  leased  space  to 
Gov^nment-owned  space  in  one  of  these  locations:  Navy  Annex,  Arlington,  Virginia; 
Washington  Navy  Yard,  Washington,  D.C.;  3801  Nebraska  Avenue,  Washington,  D.C.; 
Marine  Corps  Combat  Development  Conoanand,  Quantico,  Virginia;  or  the  White  Oak 
facility.  Silver  Spring,  Maryland: 

Naval  Sea  Systems  Command 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

Space  and  Naval  Warfare  Systems  Command 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

Office  of  the  Judge  Advocate  General 

Navy  Field  Support  Activity 

Office  of  the  Secretary  of  die  Navy 

♦  Legislative  Affairs 

♦  Program  Appraisal 

♦  Comptroller 

♦  Inspector  General 

♦  Information 

Office  of  the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations 
Office  of  Civilian  Manpower  Management 
International  Programs  Office 
Combined  Civilian  Personnel  Office 
Navy  Regional  Contracting  Center 
Naval  Criminal  Investigative  Service 
Naval  Audit  Service 
Strategic  Systems  Programs  Office 

Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  (Installations  &  Logistics),  U.S. 
Marine  Corps 

Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  (Manpower  &  Reserve  Affairs),  U.S. 
Marine  Corps 

Marine  Corps  Systems  Command  (Clarendon  Office) 

Justification:  Current  DoD  policy  is  to  consider  relocating  outside  the  NCR  all 
activities  whose  mission  does  not  require  them  to  be  in  the  NCR.  Both  NAVAIR  and 
NAVSUP  could  be  relocated  to  sites  outside  the  NCR  where  they  could  be  collocated 
with  major  subordinate  activities.  Additionally,  Naval  Sea  Logistics  Center, 
Mechanicsburg,  Pennsylvania,  also  will  consolidate,  in  place,  at  SPCC  Mechanicsburg, 
thereby  promoting  logistics  resource  efficiencies.  Further,  BUPERS  and  the  office 
responsible  for  the  military  boards,  as  well  as  the  Naval  Manpower  Analysis  Center, 
Chesapeake,  Virginia,  with  a  large  percentage  of  enlisted  personnel  and  junior  officers, 
could  achieve  a  material  increase  in  the  quality  of  life  of  their  personnel  by  relocating 


97 


to  Menq>his,  Tennessee,  a  city,  which  being  an  airline  hub,  also  offers  easy  ingress  and 
egress.  The  Recruiting  Command  is  being  collocated  with  the  Navy’s  recruit  training 
center  at  Great  Lakes,  Illinois.  The  Security  Group  command  and  activities  are  being 
collocated  at  Fort  Meade,  Maryland,  with  the  National  Security  Agency,  the  principal 
agency  with  whom  they  deal  on  a  daily  basis.  Finally,  die  Tactical  Support  Activity  is 
being  collocated  in  Norfolk,  Virginia,  with  one  of  its  major  customers, 
CINCLANTFLT. 

AU  of  the  remaining  NCR  activities  will  be  moved  from  their  present  facilities 
in  leased  commercial  space  to  vacant  Government-owned  ^ace  in  one  of  five 
locations:  the  Navy  Annex;  the  Navy  Yard;  Nebraska  Avenue;  Quantico,  Virginia;  and 
White  Oak,  Maryland.  These  actions  will  terminate  DON’S  reliance  on  use  of  leased 
space  in  the  NCR. 

Return  On  Investment:  The  total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  realignments  of 
Naval  Air  Systems  Command,  Naval  Aviation  Depot  Opoations  Center,  Naval 
Training  Systems  Center,  Naval  Aviation  Maintenance  Office,  and  Naval  Air  Technical 
Services  Facility  to  NAWC-AD,  Patuxent  River,  Maryland  are  $198.0  million.  Annual 
recurring  savings  are  $41.6  million,  with  a  return  on  investment  in  three  years.  Net 
present  value  of  the  costs  and  savings  is  $169.4  million. 

Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  realigiunents  of  the  Naval  Supply 
Systems  Command,  the  Aviation  Supply  Office,  Defense  Printing  Systems 
Management  Office,  and  Food  Service  Systems  Office  to  the  Ship  Parts  Control 
CentOT,  Mechanicsburg,  Pennsylvania,  are  $88.9  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are 
$20.5  million,  with  a  return  on  investment  in  one  year.  The  net  present  value  of  costs 
and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $102.8  million. 

Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  realignments  of  the  Bureau  of  Naval 
Personnel,  the  Office  of  Military  Manpower  Management,  and  the  Naval  Manpower 
Analysis  Center  to  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Memphis,  Tennessee,  are  $59.2  million. 
Annual  recurring  savings  are  $20.2  million,  with  a  return  on  investment  in  four  years. 
The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of 
$118.2  million. 

Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  realignment  of  the  Naval  Recruiting 
Conunand  to  NTC  Great  Lakes  are  $6.8  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $1.4 
million,  with  a  return  on  investment  in  seven  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and 
savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $5.5  million. 
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Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  realignment  of  the  Naval  Security  Group 
Command  to  Fort  Meade,  Maryland,  are  $6.6  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are 
$9.7  million,  with  an  immediate  return  on  investment.  The  net  present  value  of  costs 
and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $93.0  million. 

Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  realignment  of  the  Tactical  Support 
Activity  from  its  facilities  both  in  the  Washington  Navy  Yard  and  Silver  Spring, 
Maryland,  to  Norfolk,  Virginia;  the  realignment  of  the  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center  - 
Dahlgien,  White  Oak  Detachment,  to  Dahlgren,  Virginia;  and  the  realignment  of  the 
Naval  Sea  Systems  Command  from  leased  space  in  Arlington,  Virgima,  to  White  Oak, 
are  $74.6  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $22.3  million,  with  a  return  on 
investn^nt  in  two  years.  The  net  jnesent  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty 
year  period  is  a  savings  of  $103.3  million. 

The  costs  incurred  and  savings  accrued  from  the  movement  of  activities  out  of 
leased  space  into  Government-own^  space  were  included  in  the  return  on  investment 
calculations  shown  above. 

Impacts:  The  closure  and  realignments  discussed  in  this  recommendation  will  have  an 
impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct 
and  indirect)  for  these  combined  actions  is  0.8  percent  of  the  employment  base  of  the 
Washington,  DC-Maryland- Virginia  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  The  impact  would  be  hardest  felt  in  the  Northern  Virginia  portion 
of  that  area.  There  is  no  significant  impact  at  any  receiving  location.  There  are  no 
significant  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  these  closures  and  realignments.  Any 
necessary  environmental  reniediation  will  continue  until  completed. 


Stand-Alone  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Centers 

Recommendation:  Close  the  following  reserve  centers: 

Navy/Marine  Corps  Reserve  Centers  at: 

Fort  Wayne,  Indiana 
Billings,  Montana 
Abilene,  Texas 
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Naval  Reserve  Centers  at: 


Gadsden,  Alabama 
Montgomery,  Alabama 
Fayetteville,  Arkansas 
Fort  Smith,  Arkansas 
Pacific  Grove,  California 
Macon,  Georgia 
Terre  Haute,  Indiana 
Hutchinson,  Kansas 
Monroe,  Louisiana 
New  Bedford,  Massachusetts 
Pittsfield,  Massachusetts 
Joplin,  Missouri 
St  Joseph,  Missouri 
Great  Falls,  Montana 
Missoula,  Montana 
Atlantic  City,  New  Jersey 
Perth  Amboy,  New  Jersey 
Jamestown,  New  York 
Poughkeepsie,  New  York 
Altoona,  Pennsylvania 
Kingsport,  Tennessee 
Memphis,  Tennessee 
Ogden,  Utah 
Staunton,  Virginia 
Parkersburg,  West  Virginia 

Naval  Reserve  Facility  at: 

Alexandria,  Louisiana 
Midland,  Texas 

Readiness  Command  Districts  at: 

Olathe,  Kansas  (REDCOM  18) 
Scotia,  New  York  (REDCOM  2) 
Ravenna,  Ohio  (REDCOM  5) 
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Justification:  The  DOD  Force  Structure  Plan  requires  the  reduction  of  reserve  assets 
as  it  does  active  duty  assets.  These  Reserve  Centers  are  being  closed  because  their 
c^[)acity  is  excess  to  the  projected  Navy/Marine  Corps  requirements.  In  arriving  at  the 
recommendation  to  close  the  Reserve  Centers,  specific  analysis  was  conducted  to 
ensure  that  there  was  either  an  alternate  location  available  to  accommodate  the  affected 
reserve  population  (e.g.,  realign  with  an  existing  reserve  center),  or  demographic 
support  for  purposes  of  force  recruiting  in  the  areas  to  which  umts  were  being 
relocated.  This  specific  analysis,  conducted  through  the  COBRA  model,  supports  these 
closures. 

Return  On  Investment:  The  total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  closure  of  these  33 
Reserve  Centers  are  $6.9  million.  Aimual  recurring  savings  are  $17.2  million. 
Twenty-seven  of  the  recommendations  obtain  an  immediate  return  on  investment.  The 
remaining  recommendations  obtain  return  on  investment  within  a  range  of  4  to  10 
years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty-year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $160.9  million. 

Tmparts;  Because  of  the  small  size  of  these  Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Centers, 
their  closure  will  have  a  negligible  impact  on  the  various  local  economies.  There  is  no 
known  community  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving  installation.  Likewise,  these 
closures  will  have  no  significant  environmental  impacts. 


Hunters  Point  Annex  to  Naval  Station  Treasure  Island 
San  Francisco,  California 

Recommendation:  Permit  the  Navy  to  dispose  of  this  facility  in  any  lawful  manner, 
including  outleasing. 

Justification:  The  1991  Commission  Report,  at  pages  5-18,  recommended  closing  the 
Hunters  Point  Annex  and  outleasing  the  entire  property,  with  provisions  for  continued 
occupancy  of  space  for  Supervisor  of  Shipbuilding,  Conversion,  and  Repair;  Planning, 
Engineering,  Repair,  and  Alterations  Detachment;  and  a  Contractor-Operated  test 
facility. 

Force  level  reductions  consistent  with  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan  remove  any 
long-term  need  to  retain  all  of  this  facility  for  emergent  requirements.  The 
recommended  closure  of  the  major  naval  installations  in  this  geographic  area 
terminates  any  requirement  for  these  facilities.  The  limitation  of  disposal  authority  to 
outleasing  unnecessarily  restricts  the  Navy’s  ability  to  dispose  of  this  property  in  a 
timely  and  lawful  manner. 
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Impacts:  There  are  no  significant  economic  impacts  occasioned  by  this 
recommendation  since  the  Navy  is  only  seeking  approval  of  having  access  to  additional 
disposal  authorities,  the  decision  to  dispose  of  this  facility  already  having  been  made  in 
1991  Commission  recommendations.  Likewise,  there  are  no  environmental  impacts  in 
addition  to  those  raised  previously.  All  environmental  clean-up  efforts  will  continue 
until  complete. 


Naval  Weapons  Evaluation  Facility,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico 

Recommendation:  Permit  a  small  detachment  of  die  Weapons  Division  to  remain 
after  the  closure  of  the  Naval  Weapons  Evaluation  Facility  (NWEF)  in  order  to  provide 
liaison  with  the  Sandia  Laboratory  of  the  Department  of  En^gy. 

Justiflcation:  This  recommendation  was  originally  intended  as  an  exception  to  the 
1991  recommendation  to  close  NWEF  Albuquerque,  but  was  not  included  in  the 
specific  DoD  recommendations.  The  Navy  has  a  continuing  need  for  a  detachment  to 
provide  liaison  with  the  Sandia  Laboratory  and  oth^  agencies  involved  in  nuclear 
programs  in  that  geographic  area.  The  detachment  would  remain  as  a  tenant  of 
Kirtland  Air  Force  Base. 

Impacts:  Thm  are  no  significant  economic  or  environmental  impacts  resulting  from 
this  recommendation,  since  the  Navy  is  only  leaving  a  small  detachment  in  place. 


Naval  Electronic  Systems  Engineering  Centers 

Recommendation:  Change  the  receiving  location  of  the  Naval  Electronic  Systems 
Engineering  Center  (NESEC)  San  Diego,  California  and  the  NESEC  Vallejo,  California 
to  be  Air  Force  Plant  #19  in  San  Diego  vice  new  construction  at  Point  Loma,  San 
Diego,  California. 

Justification:  This  is  a  change  from  the  1991  Commission  action  which  called  for 
closure  of  NESEC  San  Diego  and  relocation  to  Point  Loma  to  form  Naval  Command, 
Control  and  Ocean  Surveillance  Center  (NCCOSC).  Air  Force  Plant  #19  was  operated 
by  a  contractor  as  an  Air  Force  Govemment-Owned-Contractor-Owned  and  NESEC 
San  Diego  subleased  space.  Now  the  contractor  has  left  and  Air  Force  offered  to 
transfer  Plant  19  without  reimbursement  Rehabilitation  can  be  accomplished  within 
the  estimates  of  the  BRAC  91  recommendations  for  both  relocating  NESECs  and 
avoiding  the  serious  environmental  concerns  attendant  to  new  construction  at  Point 
Loma. 


Return  on  Investment:  Tlie  one-time  cost  of  this  recommendation  is  $0.9  million. 
The  annual  recurring  savings  are  $0.7  million,  with  an  immediate  return  on  investment. 
The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of 
$5.9  million. 

Impacts:  There  is  no  additional  impact  on  the  local  community  beyond  that  identified 
in  BRAC  91. 


Naval  Mine  Warfare  Engineering  Activity 
Yorktown,  Virginia 

Recommendation:  Relocate  the  Naval  Mine  Warfare  Engineering  Activity  (now  the 
Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center-Port  Hueneme,  Yorktown  Detachment)  to  the  Naval 
Surface  Warfare  Center-Dahlgren,  Coastal  Systems  Station,  Panama  City,  Florida. 

Justification:  In  the  1991  Commission  Report,  the  Naval  Mine  Warfare  Engineering 
Activity  (NMWEA),  Yorktown,  Virginia,  was  recommended  for  closure  and 
realignment  to  facilities  under  the  control  of  the  Chief  of  Naval  Education  and 
Training  at  Dam  Neck,  Virginia.  The  realignment  has  been  accomplished  through 
organizational  changes  and  NMWEA  is  now  the  Yorktown  Detachment  of  the  Naval 
Surface  Warfare  Center-Port  Hueneme.  However,  after  BRAC  91,  the  needs  of  the 
educational  and  training  community  were  such  that  the  Dam  Neck  space  is  no  longer 
available.  Therefore,  as  part  of  B^C  93  process,  alternative  receiving  sites  were 
explored.  Because  of  the  advisability  of  consolidating  activities  performing  similar 
functions,  and  since  the  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center-Dahlgren,  Coastal  Systems 
Station,  Panama  City,  Florida,  has  significant  responsibilities  in  mine  warfare  R&D, 
COBRA  data  was  requested.  Because  of  the  advantages  of  collocating  this  mine 
warfare  engineering  activity  with  another  facility  having  substantial  responsibilities  in 
the  same  fields,  and  because  it  is  less  expensive  than  the  BRAC  91  relocation  to  Dam 
Neck,  Virginia,  the  Navy  recommends  that  the  receiving  site  for  this  activity  be  revised 
to  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center-Dahlgren,  Coastal  Systems  Station,  Panama  City, 
Florida,  in  lieu  of  Dam  Neck,  Virginia. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  savings  exceed  one-time  costs  for 
the  recommendation  by  $5.7  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $1.1  million,  with 
a  return  on  investment  in  one  year.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a 
twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $13.5  million. 
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Impacts:  This  lecommendation  will  have  an  inq)act  on  the  local  economy.  The 
projected  potential  employment  losses  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.07  percent  of  the 
Norfolk-Virginia  Beach-Newport  News,  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  recov^.  There  are  no  significant  environmental  impacts  occasioned  by  this 
recommendation.  All  environmental  clean-ups  will  continue  until  complete. 
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Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Summary  of  Selection  Process 


Department  of  the  Air  Force  Selection  Process 

The  Air  Force  1993  selection  process  is  essentially  the  same  as  was  used  in 
1991.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  appointed  a  Base  Qosure  Executive  Group  of 
seven  genial  officers  and  six  comparable  (Stenior  Executive  Service)  career  civilians. 
Areas  of  expertise  included  environment;  facilities  and  construction;  finance;  law; 
logistics;  programs;  operations;  personnel  and  training;  reserve  components;  and 
research,  development  and  acquisition.  The  group  met  regularly  from  November  1992 
to  March  1993.  Additionally,  an  Air  Staff  Base  Qosure  Working  Group  was  formed 
to  provide  staff  support  and  detailed  expertise  to  the  Executive  Group.  General 
officers  from  the  Plans  and  Programs  offices  of  the  Major  Commands  (MAJCOM)  met 
on  several  occasions  with  the  Executive  Group.  They  provided  mission  specific 
expertise  and  greater  base-level  detail  where  necessary.  Also,  potential  cross-service 
utilization  was  identified  by  a  special  interservice  working  group. 

The  Executive  Group  developed  a  base  closure  Internal  Control  Plan  which  was 
approved  by  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Production  and  Logistics)  and  the 
DoD  Inspector  General.  This  plan  provides  structure  and  guidance  for  all  p^cipants 
in  the  base  closure  process,  including  procedures  for  data  gathering  and  certification. 

The  Executive  Group  reviewed  all  Active  and  Air  Reserve  Component  (ARC) 
installations  in  the  United  States  which  met  or  exceeded  the  Section  2687,  Title  10 
U.S.C.  threshold  of  300  direct-hire  civilians  authorized  to  be  employed.  A 
comprehensive  and  detailed  questioiuiaire  was  developed  to  gather  data.  The 
questionnaire  was  sent  to  each  applicable  base  and  the  data  was  validated  by  each 
base.  Major  Command  and  the  Air  Staff.  All  data  were  evaluated  and  certified  in 
accordance  with  the  Internal  Control  Plan.  As  an  additional  control  measure,  the  Air 
Force  Audit  Agency  was  tasked  to  review  the  Air  Force  process  for  consistency  with 
the  law  and  DoD  policy  and  to  ensure  that  the  data  collection  and  validation  process 

was  adequate. 


A  capacity  analysis  was  also  performed,  including  actual  on-site  surveys  at  48 
bases  which  evaluated  the  capability  of  a  base  to  accommodate  additional  force 
structure  and  other  activities  (excess  capacity)  beyond  what  was  programmed  to  be 
stationed  at  the  base. 
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The  Executive  Group  frequently  challenged  data  based  on  their  own  substantial 
knowledge  and  experience.  Addition^y,  more  detailed,  or  corrected  data  were 
provided  wh^  appropriate.  All  data  used  in  the  preparation  and  submission  of 
information  and  recommendations  concerning  the  closure  ot  realignment  of  military 
installations  were  certified  as  to  accuracy  and  conq)leteness  by  appropriate  offrcials  at 
the  base,  MAJCOM,  and  Headquarters  level.  In  addition,  the  Executive  Group  and  the 
acting  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  certified  that  all  informadon  used  to  support  the 
recommendations  was  accurate  and  complete  to  the  best  of  their  knowledge  and  belief. 
The  results  of  the  excess  capacity  analysis  w^  used  in  conjunction  with  the  approved 
DoD  Force  Structure  Plan  in  determining  base  structure  requirements.  Also,  the 
ctq>acity  analysis  was  used  to  identify  cost  effective  opportunities  to  beddown  activities 
and  aircraft  dislocated  from  bases  recommended  for  closure  or  realignment 

The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  determined  that  further  study  was  not  needed  for 
bases  the  Executive  Group  deemed  mission  essential  or  geographically  key.  The 
Executive  Group  then  placed  all  the  remaining  bases  in  four  categories  based  on  the 
installation’s  pr^ominant  use.  Capaci^  was  zaalynsA  by  category  based  on  a  study  of 
current  base  c£q>acity  and  the  future  requirements  imposed  by  the  DoD  Force  Structure 
Plan.  Some  categories  or  subcategories  were  found  to  have  no  excess  capacity  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  determined  that  furtiiCT  study  of  these  bases  was  not 
warranted.  Categories  or  subcategories  having  some  excess  capacity  but  unreasonable 
cost  to  relocate  or  replicate  essential  continuing  functions  were  also  eliminated  from 
further  study. 

All  Active  Component  bases  in  the  remaining  categories  were  individually 
examined  on  the  basis  of  the  eight  selection  criteria  established  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  and  over  160  Air  Force  unique  subelements  which  were  developed  by  the  Air 
Force  to  provide  specific  data  points  for  each  criterion. 

The  Air  Reserve  Component  (ARC)  category,  comprised  of  Air  National  Guard 
(ANG)  and  Air  Force  Reserve  (AFRES)  bases,  warrants  further  explanation.  Rrst, 
these  bases  do  not  readily  compete  against  each  oth^  as  ARC  units  enjoy  a  special 
relationship  with  their  respective  states  and  local  communities.  In  fact,  relocating 
Guard  units  across  state  boundaries  is  not  a  practical  alternative.  We  must  also  give 
careful  consideration  of  the  recruiting  needs  of  these  units.  Second,  the  DoD  Force 
Stracture  Plan  does  not  reduce  the  ARC  force  structure,  so  there  is  no  apparent  excess 
base  structure  and  this  category  could  have  been  excluded  from  further  consideration. 
However,  realignment  of  ARC  units  onto  active  installations  or  onto  other  ARC 
installations  could  prove  cost  effective.  Therefore,  the  ARC  category  was  examined 
for  cost  effective  realignments  to  other  bases. 
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Information,  base  groupings,  and  options  resulting  from  the  Executive  Group 
analyses  were  presented  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  and  the  Chief  of  Staff,  in 
person,  by  the  Executive  Group  on  a  number  of  occasions.  Based  on  the  DoD  force 
structure  plan  and  the  final  criteria,  with  consideration  given  to  excess  capacity, 
efficiencies  in  base  utilization  and  evolving  concepts  of  basing  the  force,  the^  acting 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  with  advice  of  the  Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff,  and  in 
consultation  with  the  Base  aosure  Executive  Group,  selected  the  bases  recommended 
for  closure  and  realignment 
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Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Recommendations  and  Justifications 


Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Florida 

Recommendation:  Homestead  AFB,  Florida,  is  recommended  for  closure.  The  31st 
Fighter  Wing  will  inactivate.  All  F-16s  from  the  31st  Fighter  Wing  will  remain 
temporarily  assigned  to  Moody  AFB,  Georgia,  and  Shaw  AFB,  South  Carolina.  The 
Inter-Amraican  Air  Forces  Academy  will  move  to  Lackland  AFB,  Texas.  The  Air 
Force  Water  Survival  School  will  be  temporarily  located  at  Tyndall  AFB,  Florida. 
Future  disposition  of  the  Water  Survival  School  is  dependent  upon  efforts  to 
consolidate  its  functions  with  the  US  Navy.  The  301st  Rescue  Squadron,  Air  Force 
Reserve  (AFRES)  will  move  to  Patrick  AFB,  Florida.  The  482nd  Fighter  Wing 
(AFRES)  will  move  to  MacDill  AFB,  Florida  and  convert  to  KC-135Rs.  The  NORAD 
alert  activity  will  move  to  an  alternate  location.  The  726th  Air  Control  Squadron  will 
relocate  to  Shaw  AFB.  The  Naval  Security  Group  will  consolidate  with  other  US 
Navy  units.  All  DoD  activities  and  facilities  including  family  housing,  the  hospital, 
commissary,  and  base  exchange  facilities  will  close.  All  essential  cleanup  and 
restoration  activities  associated  with  Hurricane  Andrew  will  continue  until  completed. 

If  Homestead  AFB  resumes  operations  as  a  civilian  airport,  the  NORAD  alert  facility 
may  be  rebuilt  in  a  cantonment  area. 

Justification:  There  were  several  factors  which  resulted  in  the  closure 
recommendation.  First,  the  Air  Force  has  one  more  small  aircraft  base  than  is  required 
to  support  the  fighter  aircraft  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  When  the  data  were 
evaluated  against  all  eight  of  the  DoD  selection  criteria.  Homestead  AFB  ranked  low 
relative  to  the  other  bases  in  the  small  aircraft  subcategory.  While  Homestead  AFB’s 
ranking  rests  on  the  combined  results  of  applying  the  eight  DoD  selection  criteria,  one 
stood  out:  the  excessive  cost  to  rebuild  Homestead,  while  other  small  aircraft  bases 
required  little  or  no  new  investment  The  cost  to  close  Homestead  AFB  is  low, 
especially  when  measured  against  the  high  cost  of  reconstruction,  and  the  long-term 
savings  are  substantial. 

All  small  aircraft  bases  were  considered  equally  in  a  process  that  conformed  to 
the  Defense  Base  Qosure  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990  (Public  Law  101-510),  as 
amended,  and  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  guidance.  Bases  were  evaluat^ 
against  the  eight  DoD  selection  criteria  and  a  large  number  of  subelements  specific  to 
Air  Force  bases  and  missions.  Data  were  collected  and  the  criteria  and  subelements  of 
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the  criteria  apphcd  by  the  Base  Qosuie  Executive  Group  (Executive  Group)»  a  group 
of  seven  graeral  officers  and  six  Senior  Executive  Service  care^  civilians  appointed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force.  The  decision  to  close  Homestead  AFB  was  made  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  with  advice  of  the  Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff  and  in 
consultation  with  the  Executive  Group. 

Return  on  Investment:  The  cost  to  close  is  estimated  to  be  $75.1  million;  the  annual 
savings  aft^  closure  are  $75.4  million;  the  return  on  investment  years  based  on  the  net 
present  value  computations  is  0  years.  All  dollar  amounts  are  in  constant  FY  94 
dollars. 

Impacts:  The  Air  Force  will  dispose  of  all  property  at  Homestead  AFB  except  a 
sm^  parcel  that  may  be  needed  for  a  NORAD  alert  facility.  The  closure  of 
Homestead  AFB  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential 
employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  1.0  percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the 
NGami-FBaleah  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recov^.  The 
impact  on  the  city  of  Homestead,  Florida  will  be  much  more  severe.  Homestead  AFB 
is  in  an  air  quality  non-attainment  area  for  ozone,  and  has  significant  soil 
contamination  from  fuels,  lead,  and  pesticides.  Homestead  AFB  is  on  the  National 
Priorities  List  Qosuie  of  Homestead  AFB  will  result  in  generally  positive 
environmental  effects.  Environmental  restoration  of  Homestead  AFB  will  continue 
until  complete.  The  impact  on  the  communiQ'  infiastructure  at  receiving  bases  is  not 
significant 


K.L  Sawyer  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan 

Recommendation:  K.I.  Sawyer  AFB,  Michigan,  is  recommended  for  closure.  The 
410th  Wing  will  inactivate.  B-52H  aircraft  will  transfer  to  Barksdale  AFB,  Louisiana. 
The  Air  Force  will  retire  its  B-52G  aircraft  instead  of  implementing  the  previous  Base 
Qosure  Commission  recommendation  to  transfer  those  aircraft  from  Castle  AFB, 
California,  to  KJ.  Sawyer  AFB. 

Justification:  There  are  several  factors  which  resulted  in  the  above  recommendation. 
The  Air  Force  has  four  more  large  aircraft  bases  than  are  needed  to  support  the 
number  of  bombers,  tankers,  and  airlift  assets  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  The 
Air  Force  must  maintain  Minuteman  HI  basing  flexibility  due  to  uncertainty  with 
respect  to  START  n.  This  requires  the  retention  of  the  ballistic  missile  fields  at 
Malmstrom  AFB,  Grand  Forks  AFB,  Minot  AFB,  and  F.E.  Warren  AFB.  It  is  more 
economical  to  retain  a  bomber/missile  base  that  must  remain  open  for  missiles  than  to 
maintain  a  bomber-only  base.  Therefore,  based  on  the  facts  that  K.I.  Sawyer  AFB 
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does  not  support  ballistic  missile  operations,  that  when  all  eight  DoD  criteria  are 
applied  K.I.  Sawyer  AFB  ranks  low,  and  that  there  is  excess  large  aircraft  base 
ctqpacity,  K.I.  Sawyer  AFB  is  recommended  for  closure. 

All  large  aircraft  bases  were  considwed  equally  in  a  process  that  conformed  to 
the  Defense  Base  Qosure  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990  (Public  Law  101-510),  as 
amended,  and  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  guidance.  Each  base  was  evaluated 
against  the  eight  DoD  selection  criteria  and  a  large  number  of  subelements  specific  to 
Air  Force  bases  and  missions.  Extensive  data  gathered  to  support  the  evaluation  of 
each  base  under  each  criterion  was  reviewed  by  the  Base  Qosure  Executive  Group 
(Executive  Group),  a  group  of  seven  genial  officers  and  six  Senior  Executive  Service 
career  civilians  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force.  The  decision  to  close  K.I. 
SawyOT  AFB  was  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  with  advice  of  the  Air  Force 
Quef  of  Staff  and  in  consultation  with  the  Executive  Group. 

Return  on  Investment:  The  cost  to  close  is  estimated  to  be  $143.7  million;  the 
annual  savings  after  closure  are  $62.4  million;  the  return  on  investment  years  based  on 
the  net  present  value  computations  is  1  year.  All  dollar  amounts  are  in  constant  FY  94 
dollars. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  K.I.  Sawyer  AFB  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  14  percent  of  the 
employment  base  in  the  Marquette  County  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  Qosure  of  K.I.  Sawyer  will  result  in  generally  positive 
environmental  effects.  There  is  no  significant  environmental  impact  resulting  from  this 
closure.  Environmental  restoration  of  K.I.  Sawyw  AFB  will  continue  until  complete. 
The  impact  on  the  community  infrastructure  at  receiving  bases  is  not  significant. 


Newark  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio 

Recommendation:  Newark  AFB,  Ohio,  is  recommended  for  closure.  The  Aerospace 
Guidance  and  Metrology  Center  (AGMC)  depot  will  be  closed;  some  workload  will 
move  to  other  depot  maintenance  activities  including  the  private  sector.  We  anticipate 
that  most  will  be  privatized  in  place. 

Justification:  Due  to  significant  reductions  in  force  structure,  the  Air  Force  has  an 
excess  depot  maintenance  capacity  of  at  least  8.7  million  Direct  Product  Actual  Hours 
(DP AH).  When  all  eight  criteria  are  applied  to  the  bases  in  the  depot  subcategory, 
Newark  AFB  ranked  low  in  comparison  to  the  other  five  depot  bases.  The  long-term 
military  value  of  the  base  is  low  because  it  does  not  have  an  airfield  and  it  is  not  a 
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traditional  Air  Force  base  in  any  respect  Instead,  it  is  a  stand-alone,  highly  technical, 
industrial  plant  that  is  operated  predominantly  by  a  civilian  work  force.  As  a  result  it 
is  conducive  to  conversion  to  the  private  sector.  The  closure  of  Newark  AFB  will 
reduce  the  Air  Force  excess  depot  capacity  by  1.7  million  DPAH  and  is  consistent  with 
OSD  guidance  to  reduce  excess  capacity,  economize  depot  management  and  increase 
competition  and  privatization  in  DoD. 

All  six  Air  Force  depots  were  considered  for  closure  equally  in  a  process  that 
conformed  to  the  Defense  Base  Qosure  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990  (F^blic  Law 
101-510),  as  amended,  and  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (OSD)  guidance.  Each 
base  hosting  an  Air  Force  depot  was  evaluated  against  the  eight  DoD  selection  criteria 
and  a  large  number  of  subelements  specific  to  Air  Force  bases,  depots,  and  missions. 
Extensive  data,  gathered  to  support  the  evaluation  of  these  bases  und^  each  criterion, 
was  reviewed  by  the  Base  Qosure  Executive  Group  (Executive  Group).  The  Executive 
Group  is  a  group  of  seven  general  officers  and  six  Senior  Executive  Service  career 
civilians  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (SECAF).  SECAF  made  the 
decision  to  close  Newark  AFB  with  the  advice  of  the  Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff  and  in 
consultation  with  the  Executive  Group. 

Return  on  Investment:  The  cost  to  close  is  estimated  to  be  $31.3  million;  the  annual 
savings  aft^  closure  are  $3.8  million;  the  return  on  investment  years  based  on  the  net 
present  value  computations  is  8  years.  All  dollar  amounts  are  in  constant  FY  94 
dollars. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  Newark  AFB  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 

The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  4.6  percent  of  the 
employment  base  in  the  Licking  County  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  Newark  AFB  is  in  an  air  quality  non-attainment  area  for  ozone. 
Qosure  of  Newark  AFB  will  result  in  generally  positive  environmental  effects. 
Environmental  restoration  of  Newark  AFB  will  continue  until  complete.  The  impact 
on  the  conununity  infrastructure  at  receiving  bases  is  not  significant. 
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Community  Preference  Consideration  in  Closure  and 
Realignment  of  Military  Installations 
Section  2924.  Public  Law  101-510 


0*Hare  International  Airport,  Air  Force  Reserve  Station,  Illinois 

Community  Proposal:  The  City  of  Chicago  has  exercised  its  right  under  Section 
2924  of  PX.  101-510  to  propose  that  the  0*Hare  Air  Reserve  Station  (ARS)  be  closed 
and  the  flying  units  moved  to  a  new  facility  to  be  constructed  at  Rockford,  Illinois. 

This  provision  of  law  mandates  the  Department  give  special  consideration  to  the 
proposal.  The  City  desires  to  acquire  the  property  for  aviation-related  commercial  use. 

Recommendation:  Close  O’Hare  ARS  as  proposed  by  the  City  of  Chicago  and 
relocate  the  assigned  Air  Reserve  Component  (ARC)  units  to  the  Greater  Rockford 
Airport,  or  another  location  acceptable  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  provided  the 
City  can  demonstrate  that  it  has  the  financing  in  place  to  cover  the  full  cost  of 
replacing  facilities,  moving,  and  environmental  cleanup,  without  any  cost  whatsoever  to 
the  federal  government  and  that  the  closureAoalignment  must  begin  by  July  1995  and 
be  completed  by  July  1997.  Chicago  would  also  have  to  fund  the  full  cost  of 
relocating  the  Army  Reserve  activity,  or  leave  it  in  place.  If  these  conditions  are  not 
met,  the  units  should  remain  at  O’Hare  International  Airport 

Justification:  O’Hare  Reserve  Station  is  in  the  Northwest  comer  of  O’Hare 
International  Airport,  enjoying  immediate  access  to  two  runways.  Two  ARC  units  are 
based  there:  the  928th  Airlift  Group  (Air  Force  Reserve),  with  C-130s;  and  the  126th 
Air  Refueling  Wing  (Air  National  Guard),  with  KC-135s.  An  Army  Reserve  Center  is 
located  adjacent  to  the  base.  In  addition,  a  large  Defense  Logistics  Agency  (DLA) 
activity  currently  occupies  a  government  owned,  recently  renovated  office  building  on 
the  base;  however,  DLA  is  recommending  disestablishment  of  this  activity  to  other 
locations  as  part  of  the  1993  base  closure  process. 

In  a  1991  land  exchange  agreement,  intended  to  resolve  all  real  property  issues 
between  the  Air  Force  and  the  City  of  Chicago  at  O’Hare  International  Ai^ort,  the 
City  specifically  agreed  that  it  would  seek  no  more  land  from  the  O’Hare  ARS.  The 
Air  Force  has  advised  the  City  that  the  ARC  units  are  adequately  housed  at  O’Hare, 
and  there  is  no  basis  for  moving  them.  There  are  no  savings  from  moving;  only  costs. 
To  justify  this  realignment  under  the  DoD  Base  Qosure  Selection  Criteria,  all  costs  of 
closureAealignment  would  have  to  be  funded  entirely  outside  the  federal  government. 
(For  example,  no  DoD  or  FAA  funds).  The  relocation  site  would  have  to  meet  all 
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operating  requirements,  such  as  runway  length  and  freedom  from  noise-related 
operating  limitations,  and  be  close  enough  to  Chicago  that  the  units  would  not  suffer 
major  loss  of  personnel.  The  day-to-day  operating  costs  at  the  relocation  site  would 
have  to  compare  favorably  with  those  at  0*Hare  International  Airport 

The  City  proposes  that  the  ARC  units  move  to  Greater  Rockford  Airport,  55 
miles  northwest  of  O’Hare  Int^adonal  Aiiport  Virtually  no  facilities  for  the  units 
exist  at  Rockford,  so  an  entirely  new  base  would  have  to  be  constructed.  The  airfield 
is  constrained  on  two  sides  by  the  Rock  Rivo*  and  flood  plain.  At  least  one  runway 
will  have  to  be  extended  for  KC-135  operations.  There  appear  to  be  noise  and  other 
environmental  problems  to  resolve  before  a  final  determination  of  siting  feasibility  can 
be  made. 

Return  on  Investment:  The  COBRA  model  estimates  that  the  cost  to  close  is  $361 
million.  This  estimate  is  based  on  the  City  of  Chicago  consultant’s  estimate  of 
construction  costs  at  Rockford,  and  normal  COBRA  estimating  factors  for  other  costs. 
There  are  no  apparent  savings  to  offset  this  cost 

The  proceeds  from  disposal  of  the  real  property,  which  might  offset  some  of  the 
cost  are  difficult  to  estimate.  If  the  airport  property  were  sold  at  fair  market  value,  the 
estimated  proceeds  would  be  about  $33  million.  The  buildings  may  or  may  not  be  of 
use  to  a  buyer.  While  some  are  new  and  all  are  usable  for  their  current  military  use, 
their  value  to  a  commercial  or  civil  aviation  user  are  questionable.  Demolition  and 
disposal  are  estimated  by  the  City’s  consultant  to  cost  $25  million,  which  would  be  an 
offset  to  the  land  value.  However,  most  of  the  O’Hare  ARS  qualifies  as  aviation- 
related  property,  which  the  City  could  obtain  in  a  no-cost  pubUc  benefit  transfer  under 
the  Surplus  Property  Act  of  1944,  50  U.S.C.  App.  1622.  The  building,  to  be  vacated 
by  DLA  is  severable  from  the  Reserve  Base  and  does  not  appear  to  be  aviation 
property.  The  net  cost  to  close  and  realign  is  estimated  to  be  in  a  range  from  $328 
million  to  $361  million.  Since  there  are  no  savings  in  operational  or  other  costs,  the 
payback  period  is  infinity. 

The  Air  Force  analysis  of  the  proposal  assuming  Chicago  or  some  other  non- 
Federal  source  pavs  the  full  cost  is  as  follows.  The  facilities  at  O’Hare  ARS  are 
adequate,  with  many  new  or  recently  renovated  buildings.  The  recruiting  base,  the 
Chicago  metropolitan  area,  is  outstanding.  There  are  no  serious  constraints  on  mission 
accomplishment,  other  than  some  air  traffic  control  delays  due  to  the  dense  commercial 
traffic.  However,  alert  or  other  time-sensitive  missions  are  not  flown  from  O’Hare 
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ARS.  Since  the  base  is  adequate  for  its  purpose,  no  savings  would  accrue  from 
closing  it.  The  aircraft  remain  in  the  force  structure  plan  and  the  units  are  not  planned 
for  inactivation.  In  the  case  of  the  ANG,  the  govemor^s  consent  would  be  required  to 
disband.  Thus,  closure  of  the  base  requires  that  both  units  be  realigned. 

The  military  value  of  an  ARC  base  at  Rockford,  fully  built  up  with  all  the 
necessary  facilities,  still  does  not  exceed  that  of  0*Hare.  For  retention  of  the  mostly 
part-time  ARC  personnel  it  is  not  as  good,  due  to  the  distance  from  the  homes  of 
currently  assigned  personnel.  Some  p^onnel  losses  and  retraining  must  be 
anticipated,  effecting  unit  readiness  and  adding  to  the  cost  It  is  not  clear  that  the 
Rockford  area  alone  can  provide  a  steady  stream  of  volunteers  large  enough  to  man 
two  large  ARC  units.  Recruiting  from  Chicago  will  still  be  required,  but  will  be  much 
harder  due  to  the  distance  differential  between  O’Hare  and  Rockford. 

Although  the  City  of  Chicago  had  previously  stated  that  they  did  not  expect  the 
Air  Force  to  fund  relocation  and  facility  replacement  costs,  the  City  has  been  unable  to 
guarantee  that  it  will  pay  the  full  cost  of  moving.  However,  in  its  most  recent 
correspondence,  the  City  has  made  the  following  commitment,  "At  this  time,  we  wish 
to  commit  that  all  costs  associated  with  our  plan  will  be  at  no  cost  to  the  Department 
of  Defense  and  that  the  City  of  Chicago,  togeth^  with  the  host  airport,  will  provide 
suitable  replacement  facilities  on  either  a  square  foot  for  square  foot  basis  or  with 
more  cost  effrcient  functionally  equivalent  facilities.  This  commitment  of  full  cost 
coverage  is  contingent  upon  securing  necessary  financing,  which  we  continue  to 
pursue,  and  the  approval  of  our  governing  council  body." 

Acceptance  of  this  proposal  must  be  based  on  benefits  to  the  City  of  Chicago. 
The  proposed  move  would  make  some  considerable  space  available  for  aiiport  related 
activities  at  this  intensively  used  air  carrier  airport  Therefore,  if  the  City  of  Chicago 
could  demonstrate:  that  it  has  financing  in  place  to  cover  the  full  cost  of  replacing 
facilities,  moving  and  environmental  cleanup,  without  any  cost  whatsoever  to  the 
federal  government;  that  the  closurefrealignment  could  begin  by  July  1995,  as  required 
by  Section  2904(a)(3)  of  the  Defense  Base  Qosure  and  realignment  Act  of  1990,  and 
that  the  relocation  could  be  completed  by  July  1997;  the  Air  Force  would  not  object  to 
the  proposal.  The  City  would  also  have  to  fund  the  full  cost  of  relocating  the  Army 
Reserve  activity,  or  leave  it  in  place.  If  these  conditions  are  not  met,  the  units  should 
remain  at  O’H^e  International  Airport 
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March  Air  Force  Base,  California 


Recommendation:  March  AFB,  Califomiaf  is  recommended  for  realignment.  The 
22nd  Air  Refueling  Wing  will  inactivate.  The  KC-10  (Active  and  Associate  Reserve) 
aircraft  wU  be  relocated  to  Travis  AFB,  California.  The  Southwest  Air  Defense 
Sector  will  remain  at  March  in  a  cantonment  area  pending  the  outcome  of  a  NORAD 
sector  consolidation  study.  If  the  sector  remains  it  will  be  transferred  to  the  Air 
N^onal  Guard  (^G).  The  445th  Airlift  Wing  Air  Force  Reserve  (AFRES),  452nd 
Air  Refoeling  Wing  (AFRES),  163rd  Reconnaissance  Group  (ANG)  (becomes  an  Air 
Refueling  Group),  Ae  Air  Force  Audit  Agency,  and  the  Media  (center  (from  Norton 
AFB,  California)  will  remain  and  the  base  will  convert  to  a  reserve  base.  Additionally, 
the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Unit,  the  US  Customs  Aviation  Operation  Center  West, 
and  the  Drug  Enforcement  Agency  aviation  unit  will  remain. 

Jiistificatioii:  There  are  several  factors  which  resulted  in  the  above  recommendation. 
First,  dtt  Air  Force  has  four  more  large  aircraft  bases  than  needed  to  support  the 
numbOT  of  bombers,  tankers,  and  airlift  assets  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  Also, 
when  all  eight  DoD  criteria  were  applied  to  the  large  aircraft  bases,  March  AFB  rank^ 
low.  Ihe  Air  Force  plans  to  establish  a  large  air  mobility  base  (KC-10,  C-5  and  C-141 
aircraft)  on  the  west  coast  When  bases  in  the  region  (Beale  AFB,  California; 

Fairchild  AFB,  Washington;  March  AFB,  California;  McChord  AFB,  Washington; 
Mahnstrom  AFB,  Montana;  Travis  AFB,  California)  were  analyzed  for  this  mission, 
Travis  AFB  ranked  highest.  March  AFB  currently  requires  a  large  active  duty 
component  to  support  a  relatively  small  active  duty  force  structure.  The  conversion  of 

AFB  to  a  reserve  base  achieves  substantial  savings  and  the  benefit  of  a  large 
recruiting  population  for  the  Air  Force  Reserve  is  retained. 

All  large  aircraft  bases  were  considered  equaUy  in  a  process  that  conformed  to 
the  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990  (Public  Law  101-510),  as 
amended,  and  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  guidance.  Each  base  was  ev^uated 
against  the  eight  DoD  selection  criteria  and  a  large  number  of  subelements  specific  to 
Air  Force  bases  and  missions.  Extensive  data,  gathered  to  support  the  evaluation  of 
each  base  under  each  criterion  was  reviewed  by  the  Base  Closure  Executive  Group 
(Executive  Group),  a  group  of  seven  general  officers  and  six  Senior  Executive  Service 
career  civilians  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force.  The  decision  to  realign 
M^h  AFB  was  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  with  advice  of  the  Air  Force 
Chief  of  Staff  and  in  consultation  with  the  Executive  Group. 
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Return  on  Investment:  The  cost  to  realign  is  estimated  to  be  $134.8  million;  the 
annual  savings  after  realignment  are  $46.9  million;  the  return  on  investment  ye^ 
based  on  the  net  present  value  computations  is  2  years.  All  dollar  amounts  are  in 
constant  FY  94  dollars. 

Impacts:  The  Air  Force  will  dispose  of  all  property  not  requ^  withm  the  revi^ 
boundaries  of  the  reserve  base  and  welcome  joint  use  of  the  airfield  with  civil  aviation 
or  conversion  to  a  civilian  airport  The  reahgnment  of  March  AFB  will  have  an 
impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct 
and  indirect,  is  1.6  percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Riverside  County 
Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  The  realignment  of 
March  AFB  will  result  in  generally  positive  environmental  effects.  March  AFB  is  in 
an  air  quality  non-attainment  area  for  ozone,  carbon-monoxide,  nitric-oxide,  and 
particulates.  Threatened  and  endangered  species  and  critical  habitat  are  present  on- 
base.  March  AFB  is  on  the  National  Priorities  List  Environmental  restoration  of 
March  AFB  will  continue  until  complete.  The  impact  on  the  community  infrastructure 
at  receiving  bases  is  not  significant 


McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New  Jersey 

Recommendation:  McGuire  AFB,  New  Jersey,  is  recommended  for  realignment  The 
438th  Airlift  Wing  will  inactivate.  Most  of  the  C-141s  will  transfer  to  Plattsburgh 
AFB  New  York.  Fourteen  C-141s  will  remain  and  transfer  to  the  Air  Force  Reserve. 
The  514th  Airlift  Wing  Air  Force  Reserve  (AFRES),  the  170th  Air  Refueling  Group 
Air  National  Guard  (ANG),  and  the  108th  Air  Refueling  Wing  (ANG)  will  remain  and 
the  base  will  convert  to  a  Reserve  base.  The  913th  Airlift  Group  (AFRES)  will 
relocate  from  Willow  Grove  Naval  Air  Station,  Pennsylvania,  to  McGuire  AFB.  The 
Air  Force  Reserve  will  operate  the  base. 

Justification:  There  are  several  factors  which  result  in  the  above  recommendation. 
Rrst  of  all,  the  Air  Force  has  four  mote  large  aircraft  bases  than  are  needed  to  support 
the  number  of  bombers,  tankers,  and  airlift  assets  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan. 
When  all  eight  DoD  criteria  were  applied,  McGuire  AFB  ranked  low  when  compared 
to  the  other  bases  in  its  category.  Also,  when  McGuire  AFB  was  compared 
specifically  with  other  airlift  bases,  it  still  ranked  low. 


The  Air  Force  plans  to  establish  a  large  mobility  base  in  the  Northeast  to 
support  the  new  Major  Regional  Contingency  (MRC)  strategy.  McGuire  AFB  was 
evaluated  specifically  as  the  location  for  this  wing.  Along  with  other  bases  that  met 
the  geographical  criteria  and  were  available  for  this  mission  are  Griffiss  AFB,  New 
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Yoik  and  Plattsburgh  AFB,  New  York.  Plattsburgh  AFB  ranked  best  in  capability  to 
suf^rt  the  air  mobility  wing  due  to  its  geographical  location,  attributes,  and  base 
loading  capacity.  Principal  mobility  attributes  include  aircraft  parking  space  (for  70-80 
tank^yairlift  aircraft),  fuel  hydrants  and  fuel  supply/storage  capaci^,  along  with  present 
and  future  encroachment  and  airspace  considerations. 

When  Plattsburgh  AFB  was  conq)ared  directly  widi  McGuire  AFB,  Plattsburgh 
AFB  rated  betta*  in  all  of  the  mobility  attributes.  An  air  mobility  wing  at  Plattsburgh 
AFB  will  eliminate  many  of  the  problems  associated  with  operating  at  McGuire  AFB, 
in  the  midst  of  the  New  York/New  J«^y  air  traffic  congestion.  Basing  the  additional 
aircraft  of  an  air  mobility  wing  at  McGuire  AFB  will  add  to  that  congestion. 

Plattsburgh  AFB,  on  the  other  hand,  has  ample  airspace  for  present  and  future  training 
by  an  air  mobility  wing.  Also,  the  FAA  has  long  expressed  a  desire  for  civil  use  of 
McGuire  AFB,  which  will  ease  the  congestion  at  other  airfields  and  terminal  facilities 
in  the  New  York  and  Philadelphia  metropolitan  areas.  For  these  reasons,  McGuire 
AFB  was  recommended  for  realignment  and  conversion  to  an  Air  Force  Reserve  Base. 

The  Air  Reserve  Component  (ARC)  forces  at  McGuire  AFB  represent  a 
significant  portion  of  the  air  refueling  and  airlift  forces  stationed  there  and  they  are 
well  located  for  recruiting.  By  keeping  the  airfield  open  for  military  use,  the  parking 
and  fuel  handling  edacity  at  McGuire  AFB  remains  available  in  future  contingencies. 
The  existing  programmed  Military  Construction  funds  for  the  ANG  KC-13S  conversion 
will  be  used  to  establish  the  ARC  cantonment  at  McGuire  AFB. 

The  Air  Force  encourages  conversion  of  the  airfield  to  a  civil  airport  The  ARC 
units  will  remain  as  tenants  if  McGuire  AFB  becomes  a  civil  airfield.  Civil  operation 
will  enhance  the  value  of  the  base  to  the  community  and  encourage  reuse  of  the 
facilities  not  needed  by  the  reserve  units,  and  create  jobs.  It  will  also  reduce  the  cost 
to  the  Air  Force  of  operating  its  units  at  McGuire  AFB. 

All  large  aircraft  bases  were  considered  equally  in  a  process  that  conformed  to 
the  Defense  Base  Qosure  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990  (Public  Law  101-510),  as 
amended,  and  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  guidance.  Each  base  was  evaluated 
against  the  eight  DoD  selection  criteria  and  a  large  number  of  subelements  specific  to 
Air  Force  bases  and  missions.  Extensive  data,  gathered  to  support  the  evaluation  of 
each  base  under  each  criterion  was  reviewed  by  the  Base  Closure  Executive  Group 
(Executive  Group),  a  group  of  seven  general  officers  and  six  Senior  Executive  Service 
career  civilians  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force.  The  decision  to  realign 
McGuire  AFB  was  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  with  advice  of  the  Air 
Force  Qiief  of  Staff  and  in  consultation  with  the  Executive  Group. 
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Return  on  Investment:  The  cost  to  realign  is  estimated  to  be  $197.5  million;  the 
annual  savings  after  realignment  are  $47.5  million;  the  return  on  investment  yeap 
based  on  the  net  present  value  computations  is  4  years.  All  dollar  amounts  are  in 
constant  FY  94  dollars. 

Impacts:  The  Air  Force  will  dispose  of  all  property  outside  the  reduced  base 
boundary  and  consider  joint  use  of  the  airfield  with  civil  aviation  or  conversion  to  a 
civil  airport.  The  realignment  of  McGuire  AFB  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  enqiloyment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect  is  3.5 
pocent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Burlington  County  Metropolitan  Statistic^  Are^ 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  There  is  moderate  impact  on  commumty  housing  and 
die  medical  community  at  the  new  receiving  base;  however,  this  impact  will  be 
mitigated  by  Air  Force  constructed  housing  and  an  expansion  of  the  base  medical 
capabilities.  McGuire  AFB  is  in  an  air  quality  non-attainment  arw  for  ozone  and  is  on 
the  National  Priorities  List.  The  realignment  of  McGuire  AFB  will  result  in  generally 
positive  environmental  effects.  Environmental  restoration  of  McGuire  AFB  will 
continue  until  complete. 


Giifflss  Air  Force  Base,  New  York 

R4>yoiiiwnii>nriatinTi!  Griffiss  AFB,  New  York,  is  recommended  for  realignment.  The 
416th  Bomb  Wing  will  inactivate.  The  B-52H  aircraft  will  trmsfer  to  Minot  AFB, 
North  Dakota,  and  Barksdale  AFB,  Louisiana.  The  KC-135  aircraft  from  Griffiss  AFB 
wiU  transfer  to  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota.  The  485th  Engineering  Installation 
Group  at  Griffiss  AFB  will  relocate  to  HiU  AFB,  Utah. 

The  Northeast  Air  Defense  Sector  will  remain  at  Griffiss  in  a  cantonment  p’ea 
pending  the  outcome  of  a  NORAD  sector  consolidation  study.  If  the  sector  remains  it 
will  be  transferred  to  the  Air  National  Guard  (ANG).  Rome  Laboratory  will  remain  at 
Griffiss  AFB  in  its  existing  facilities  as  a  stand-alone  Air  Force  laboratory.  A 
minimum  essential  airfield  will  be  maintained  and  operated  by  a  contractor  on  an  as 
needed,  on  call"  basis.  The  ANG  will  maintain  and  operate  necesspy  facilities  to 
support  mobility/contingency/training  of  the  10th  Infantiy  (Light)  Division  located  at 
Fort  Drum,  New  York,  and  operate  them  when  needed.  Only  the  stand-alone 
laboratory  and  the  ANG  mission  will  remain. 


Justificatkm:  The  Air  Force  has  four  more  large  aircraft  bases  than  needed  to  support 
the  number  of  bombers,  tankers,  and  airlift  assets  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan. 
When  all  eight  DoD  criteria  are  applied,  Griffiss  AFB  ranked  low  compared  to  the 
other  large  aircraft  bases.  Based  on  this  analysis,  the  application  of  all  eight  DoD 
selection  critoia,  and  excess  capacity  which  results  from  reduced  force  structure, 
Griffiss  AFB  is  recommended  for  realignment 

The  Air  Force  plans  to  establish  a  large  air  mobility  base  in  the  Northeast  to 
siq^XHt  the  new  Major  Regional  Contingency  (MRQ  strategy.  Griffiss  AFB  was 
evaluated  specifically  as  the  location  for  this  wing,  along  with  other  bases  that  met  the 
geographical  criteria  and  were  available  for  this  mission:  McGuire  AFB,  New  Jersey 
and  Plattsbm^  AFB,  New  York.  Plattsburgh  AFB  ranked  best  in  capability  to  support 
the  air  mobility  wing  due  to  its  geographical  location,  attributes  and  base  loading 
capacity.  Principal  mobility  attributes  include  aircraft  parking  space  (for  70-80 
tankCT/airlift  aircraft),  fuel  hydrants  and  fuel  supply/storage  capacity,  along  with  present 
and  future  encroachment  and  airspace  considerations. 

The  Rome  Laboratory  has  a  large  civilian  work  force  and  is  located  in  adequate 
facilities  that  can  be  separated  from  the  rest  of  Griffiss  AFB.  It  does  not  need  to  be 
closed  or  realigned  as  a  result  of  the  reductions  in  the  rest  of  the  base. 

All  large  aircraft  bases  were  considered  equally  in  a  p'ocess  that  conformed  to 
the  Defense  Base  Qosure  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990  (Public  Law  101-510),  as 
amended,  and  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  guidance.  Each  base  was  evaluated 
against  the  eight  DoD  selection  criteria  and  a  large  number  of  subelements  specific  to 
Air  Force  bases  and  missions.  Extensive  data,  gathered  to  support  the  evaluation  of 
each  base  under  each  criterion  was  reviewed  by  the  Base  Oosure  Executive  Group 
(Executive  Group),  a  group  of  seven  general  officers  and  six  Senior  Executive  Service 
caro  civilians  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force.  The  decision  to  realign 
Griffiss  AFB  was  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  with  advice  of  the  Air  Force 
Chief  of  Staff  and  in  consultation  with  the  Executive  Group. 

Return  on  Investment:  The  cost  to  realign  is  estimated  to  be  $120.8  million;  the 
annual  savings  after  realignment  are  $392  million;  the  return  on  investment  years 
based  on  the  net  present  value  computations  is  3  years.  All  dollar  amounts  are  in 
constant  FY  94  dollars. 

Impacts:  The  Air  Force  will  actively  pursue  conversion  to  a  civil  airport,  and  will 
dispose  of  all  property  not  required  at  Griffiss  AFB.  The  realignment  of  Griffiss  AFB 
will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss, 
both  direct  and  indirect,  is  7.6  percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Utica-Rome 


Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Tliere  is  no  significant 
environmental  impact  resulting  from  this  closure.  Generation  of  hazardous  wastes  and 
pollutants  will  be  eliminated.  Griffiss  AFB  is  on  the  National  Priorities  List. 
Environmental  restoration  of  Griffiss  AFB  will  continue  until  complete.  The  impact  on 
the  community  infrastructure  at  receiving  bases  is  not  significant 


Changes  To 

1988  Base  Closure  Commission  Recommendations 

Bases  identified  by  the  1988  Base  Qosure  Commission  as  receiving  bases  were 
evaluated  by  mission  category  along  with  all  other  bases  in  the  United  States.  As  part 
of  this  review,  the  1988  Commission’s  realignment  recommendations  were  evaluated 
against  recent  force  structure  reductions,  as  well  as,  opportunities  to  operate  more 
efficiently  and  effectively.  The  Air  Force  recommended  changes  result  from  analysis 
of  changing  world  order,  other  base  closures,  the  threat  and  force  structure  plan,  and 
budgetary  reality.  The  Air  Force  continues  to  implement  the  closure  of  the  five  bases 
recommended  by  the  1988  Commission. 


Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois 

Recommendation:  As  part  of  the  closure  of  Chanute  AFB,  Illinois,  the  Air  Force 
recommends  consolidating  its  16  Metals  Technology,  Non-Destructive  Inspection,  and 
Aircraft  Structural  Maintenance  training  courses  with  the  Navy  at  Naval  Air  Station 
(NAS)  Memphis,  Tennessee,  and  then  move  with  the  Navy  when  NAS  Memphis 
closes.  The  1991  Base  Closure  Commission  recommended  that  these  courses,  along 
with  36  other  courses,  be  transferred  to  Sheppard  AFB,  Texas. 

Justification:  On  March  31,  1992,  the  DoD  Inspector  General  recommended  that  the 
Air  Force  consolidate  and  collocate  its  16  metals  training  courses  with  the  Navy. 

There  will  be  no  Military  Construction  (MILCON)  costs  associated  with  temporarily 
relocating  the  specified  training  courses  to  NAS  Memphis.  This  is  considerably  less 
than  the  $17.5  million  in  MILCON  cost  to  relocate  these  courses  to  Sheppard  AFB. 

As  this  training  is  now  scheduled  to  move  when  NAS  Memphis  closes,  the  Air  Force 
and  Navy  will  work  to  achieve  a  cost  effective  approach  until  a  more  permanent  site  is 
found.  Collocation  of  these  courses  with  the  Navy  will  achieve  efficiencies  and 
savings. 

Impacts:  There  is  no  significant  environmental  impact  resulting  from  this  change. 
Environmental  restoration  of  Chanute  AFB  will  continue  until  complete.  The  impact 
on  the  community  infrastructure  at  the  new  receiving  base  is  not  significant. 
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Changes  To 

1991  Base  Closure  Commission  Recommendations 


Bases  identified  by  the  1991  Base  Closure  Commission  as  realignment  receivers 
woe  evaluated  by  mission  category  along  with  all  other  bases  in  the  United  States.  As 
part  of  this  review,  the  1991  Commission’s  realignment  reconunendations  were 
evaluated  against  recent  force  structure  reductions,  as  well  as  opportunities  to  operate 
more  efficiently  and  effectively.  The  Air  Force  reconunended  changes  result  from 
analysis  of  changing  world  order,  other  base  closures,  threat  and  force  structure  plan, 
and  budgetary  reality.  The  Air  Force  continues  to  implement  the  closure  and 
realignment  of  the  bases  recommended  by  the  1991  Conunission. 


Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Texas 

Recommendation:  Change  the  recommendation  of  the  1991  Commission  regarding 
Bergstrom  AFB  as  follows:  The  704th  Fighter  Squadron  (AFRES)  with  its  F-16 
aircraft  and  the  924th  Fighter  Group  (AFRES)  support  units  will  move  to  Carswell 
AFB,  Texas  and  the  cantonment  area  at  Bergstrom  AFB  will  close.  The  Regional 
Corrosion  Control  Facility  at  Bergstrom  AFB  will  be  closed  by  September  30,  1994, 
unless  a  civilian  airport  authority  elects  to  assume  the  responsibility  for  operating  and 
maintaining  the  facility  before  that  date. 

Justification:  The  IS^l  Commission  recommended  the  closure  of  Bergstrom  AFB. 
The  AFRES  was  to  remain  in  a  cantonment  area.  In  reviewing  AFRES  plans  for 
Bergstrom  AFB,  the  Air  Force  found  that  considerable  savings  could  be  realized  by 
realigning  the  Bergstrom  AFRES  units  and  aircraft  to  the  CTarswell  AFB  cantonment 
area.  This  realignment  will  result  in  savings  in  Military  Construction  (MILCON) 
funds,  reduced  manpower  costs,  and  will  not  significantly  impact  unit  readiness.  The 
original  1991  realignment  recommendation  cost  $12.5  million  in  MILCON  to  construct 
a  cantonment  area  at  Bergstrom  AFB.  Based  on  the  best  estimates  available  at  this 
time,  the  cost  of  this  change  is  $5.8  million  in  MILCON,  for  a  projected  savings  of 
$6.7  million.  This  action  will  also  result  in  net  manpower  savings. 

Impacts:  There  is  no  significant  environmental  impact  resulting  from  this  change. 
Environmental  restoration  of  Bergstrom  AFB  will  continue  until  complete.  The  impact 
on  the  community  infrastructure  at  the  new  receiving  base  is  not  significant. 


122 


Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Texas 

Recommendation:  Change  the  recommendation  of  the  1991  Commission  regarding 
Carswell  AFB  as  follows:  Transfer  the  fabrication  function  of  the  436th  Training 
Squadron  (formerly  436th  Strategic  Training  Squadron)  to  Luke  AFB,  Arizona  and  the 
maintenance  training  function  to  Hill  AFB,  Utah.  The  remaining  functions  of  the 
436th  Training  Squadron  will  still  relocate  to  Dyess  AFB,  Texas.  Fmal  disposition  of 
the  base  exchange  and  commissary  will  depend  on  the  outcome  of  the  Congressionally 
mandated  base  exchange  and  commissary  test  program. 

Justification:  The  1991  Commission  recommended  that  the  436th  Training  Squadron 
be  relocated  to  Dyess  AFB  as  a  whole.  The  proposed  action  will  result  in  more 
streamlined  and  efticient  training  operations.  Transferring  the  fabrication  function  to 
Luke  AFB  will  avoid  duplicating  this  function  within  Air  Combat  Command.  The  Hill 
AFB  move  will  ensure  that  maintenance  training  is  provided  in  a  more  efficient 
manner. 

The  original  1991  realignment  cost  was  $1.8  million  in  Military  Construction 
(MILCON).  The  cost  for  this  redirect  is  $0.3  milHon  MILCON,  for  a  projected 
savings  of  $1.5  million  MILCON. 

Impacts:  There  is  no  significant  environmental  impact  resulting  from  this  change. 
Environmental  restoration  of  Carswell  AFB  will  continue  until  complete.  The  impact 
on  the  community  infrastructure  at  the  new  receiving  bases  is  not  significant. 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  California 

Recommendation:  Change  the  recommendation  of  the  1991  Commission  regarding^ 
Castle  AFB  as  follows:  Redirect  the  B-52  and  KC-135  Combat  Crew  Training  mission 
from  Fairchild  AFB,  Washington  to  Barksdale  AFB,  Louisiana  (B-52)  and  Altus  AFB, 
Oklahoma  (KC-135). 

Justification:  The  force  structure  upon  which  the  1991  Commission  based  its 
recommendations  has  changed  and  B-52  force  structure  is  being  reduced.  The  Air 
Force  currently  plans  to  base  a  large  number  of  B-52s  at  two  locations,  with  Barksdale 
AFB  serving  as  the  hub  for  B-52  operations  and  training.  Similarly,  training  for 
mobility  operations  is  being  centralized  at  Altus  AFB.  This  redirect  will  reduce  the 
number  of  training  sites  and  improve  efficiency  of  operations. 
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The  original  1991  realignment  recommendation  cost  $78.7  million  in  Military 
Construction  (MILCON)*  The  estimated  cost  for  this  redirect  to  Barksdale  and  Altus 
AFBs  is  $59.5  million  in  MILCON,  for  a  projected  savings  of  $19.2  million. 

Impacts:  Th»e  is  no  significant  environmental  inq)act  resulting  from  this  change. 
Environmental  restoration  of  Castle  AFB  will  continue  until  complete.  The  impact  on 
the  community  infrastructure  at  the  new  receiving  base  is  not  si^iificant 


MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Florida 

Recommendation:  Change  the  recommendation  of  the  1991  Commission  regarding 
MacDill  as  follows:  The  Air  Force  Reserve  (AFRES)  will  temporarily  operate  the 
airfield  as  a  res^e  base,  not  open  to  civil  use,  until  it  can  be  converted  to  a  civil 
airport  This  will  accommodate  the  recommended  reassigiunent  of  the  482nd  BghtCT 
Wing  (AFRES)  from  Homestead  AFB  to  MacDill  AFB  and  its  conversion  to  KC-135 
tankers.  The  Joint  Communications  Support  Element  (JCSE)  will  not  be  transferred  to 
Charleston  AFB,  South  Carolina  as  recommended  in  1991,  but  instead,  will  remain  at 
MacDill  AFB. 

Justificatioii:  The  1991  Commission  recommended  a  realignment  and  partial  closure 
of  MacDill  AFB.  Its  F-16  training  mission  has  been  relocated  to  Luke  AFB,  Arizona, 
and  the  JCSE  was  to  be  relocated  to  Charleston  AFB.  Two  unified  commands, 
Headquartra^  Central  Command  and  Headquarters  Special  Operations  Command,  were 
left  in  place.  The  airfield  was  to  close. 

Several  events  since  1991  have  made  a  change  to  the  Commission  action 
appropriate.  The  closure  of  Homestead  AFB  requires  the  relocation  of  the  482nd 
Fighter  Wing  (AFRES).  The  best  location  for  this  unit  when  converted  to  KC-135s,  is 
MacDill  AFB.  The  National  Oceanographic  and  Atmospheric  Administration  (NOAA) 
aircraft  element  has  relocated  from  Miami  International  Airport  to  MacDill  AFB  and 
would  like  to  remain  permanently.  NOAA  is  prepared  to  pay  a  fair  share  of  the  cost 
of  airport  operations. 

The  AFRES ’s  temporary  operation  of  the  airfield  will  have  reduced  operating 
hours  and  services.  The  1991  Commission  noted  a  number  of  deficiencies  of  MacDill 
AFB  as  a  fighter  base:  "pressure  on  air  space,  training  areas,  and  low  level  routes...not 
located  near  Army  units  that  will  offer  joint  training  opportunities...[and]...  ground 
encroachment"  These  are  largely  inapplicable  to  an  AFRES  tanker  operation. 
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Encroachment  remains  a  problem,  but  the  reduced  number  of  flights  and  the  increased 
compatibility  of  both  tanker  and  NOAA  aircraft  with  the  predominant  types  of  aircraft 
using  Tampa  International  Airport  make  this  viable.  As  an  interim  Reserve/NOAA 
airfield,  use  will  be  modest,  and  it  will  not  be  open  to  large-scale  use  by  other  military 
units. 


The  original  1991  realignment  recommendation  cost  for  the  JCSE  relocation  was 
$25.6  milhon  in  MILCON.  Retaining  the  JCSE  at  MacDill  AFB  avoids  this  cost. 

Impacts:  The  Air  Force  will  continue  to  encomage  transition  of  the  airfield  to  a  civil 
airport,  and,  if  successful,  DoD  units  could  remain  as  cost  sharing  tenants.  The 
environmental  impact  and  the  impact  on  the  community  infrastructure  is  not 
significant 


Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California 

Recommendation;  Change  the  recommendation  of  the  1991  Commission  regarding 
Mather  AFB  as  follows:  Redirect  the  940th  Air  Refueling  Group  (AFRES)  with  its 
KC-135  aircraft  to  Beale  AFB,  California  vice  McClellan  AFB,  California.  Because  of 
the  rapidly  approaching  closure  of  Mather  AFB,  the  940th  will  temporarily  relocate  to 
McClellan  Ara,  while  awaiting  permanent  beddown  at  Beale  AFB. 

Justification:  Moving  the  940th  Air  Refueling  Group  (AFRES)  to  Beale  AFB  is  more 
cost  effective. 

The  original  1991  realignment  cost  was  $33.7  million  in  Military  Construction 
(MILCON).  The  estimated  cost  for  this  redirect  is  $12.5  million  in  MILCON,  for  a 
projected  savings  of  $21.2  million. 

Impacts:  The  environmental  impact  and  the  impact  on  the  receiving  community 
infrastructure  are  minimal.  Environmental  restoration  at  Mather  AFB  will  continue 
until  complete. 


Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  (ANGB),  Ohio 

Recommendation:  Change  the  recommendation  of  the  1991  Commission  regarding 
Rickenbacker  ANGB  as  follows:  The  121st  Air  Refueling  Wing  (ANG)  and  the  160th 
Air  Refueling  Group  (ANG)  will  move  into  a  cantonment  area  on  the  present 
Rickenbacker  ANGB,  and  operate  as  a  tenant  of  the  Rickenbacker  Port  Authority 
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(RPA)  on  RPA*s  aiiport  The  907th  Airlift  Group  (AFRES)  will  realign  to  Wright- 
Patt»:son  AFB,  Ohio  as  originally  recommended.  The  4950th  Test  Wing  will  still 
move  to  Edwards  AFB,  California. 

JustiHcation:  The  1991  Commission  recommended  closing  RickenbackCT  ANGB,  and 
realigning  the  121st  Air  Refueling  Wing  (ANG),  the  160th  Air  Refueling  Group 
(ANG)  and  the  907th  Airlift  Group  (AFRES)  to  Wright-Patterson  AFB.  These  units 
WCTe  to  occupy  facilities  being  vacated  by  the  4950th  Test  Wing,  which  will  move  to 
Edwards  AFB  to  consolidate  test  units. 

The  airfield  at  Rickenbacker  is  no  long^  a  military  responsibility,  having  been 
transfeired  by  long  term  lease  to  the  RPA  in  1992.  It  will  be  conveyed  in  fee  under 
the  public  benefit  authority  of  the  Surplus  Property  Act  of  1944  when  environmental 
restoration  is  complete.  Ilie  State  of  Ohio  has  proposed  that  under  current 
circumstances,  more  money  could  be  saved  by  leaving  the  ANG  tanker  units  at 
RickenbackCT  ANGB  than  by  moving  it  to  Wright-Patterson  AFB.  The  Air  Force  has 
carefully  examined  his  analysis  and  concluded  that  it  is  correct  The  current  analysis  is 
less  costly  than  the  original  estimate  of  moving  both  Rickenbacker  ANGB  units  to 
Wright-Patt^on  AFB,  primarily  because  of  the  State’s  latCT  burden-sharing  proposal 
to  lower  the  ANGS  long-term  operating  costs  at  Rickenbacker. 

In  a  related  force  structure  move,  in  order  to  fully  utilize  the  facilities  at  Wright- 
Patterson  AFB,  the  Air  Force  recommends  that  the  178A  Fights  Group  move  from  the 
Springfield  Municipal  Airport,  Ohio,  to  Wright-Patterson  AFB,  about  30  miles  away. 
This  unit  will  fit  into  the  available  facilities  with  little  construction.  The  move  will 
save  approximately  $1.1  million  in  base  operating  support  annually  based  on 
economies  of  consolidating  some  ANG  functions  with  AFRES  and  active  Air  Force 
functions  at  Wright-Patterson.  Since  the  unit  moves  only  a  short  distance,  retention  of 
current  personnel  should  not  be  a  problem. 

The  4950th  will  still  move  to  Edwards  AFB,  California  from  Wright-Patterson 
AFB,  Ohio,  to  take  advantage  of  the  enhanced  military  value  through  the  efficiency  of 
consolidating  test  assets. 

The  original  1991  realignment  cost  was  $37.9  million  in  Military  Construction 
(MBLCON).  The  cost  for  this  redirect  is  $26.2  million  in  MILCON,  for  a  projected 
savings  of  $11.7  million. 

Impacts:  The  environmental  impact  and  the  impact  on  the  receiving  community 
infrastructure  are  minimal. 
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Defense  Logistics  Agency 
Summary  of  Selection  Process 


Defense  Logistics  Agency  (DLA)  Selection  Process 

The  Director,  DLA  established  a  DLA  Base  Realignment  and  Qosure  Executive 
Group  comprised  of  appropriate  Heads  of  Headquarters  Principal  Staff  Elements.  The 
Executive  Group  included  both  executive  level  civilian  and  military  personnel.  The 
Deputy  Director,  DLA  served  as  Chairman  of  the  Executive  Group.  The  Executive 
Group  acted  as  senior  advisors  to  direct  the  effort  and  recommend  DLA  activity 
realignments  and  closures  for  the  Director’s  consideration. 

A  Working  Group  was  established  under  the  direction  of  the  Executive  Group. 
The  Working  Group  was  comprised  of  a  core  of  full-time  members  and  support  staff 
from  all  pertinent  DLA  technical  areas.  The  Working  Group  collected  and  analyzed 
c^fied  data,  developed  and  evaluated  recommendations  for  the  Executive  Group’s 
consideration,  conducted  sensitivity  analyses,  and  compiled  documentation  to  support 
the  final  DLA  recommendations. 

In  an  effort  to  evaluate  DLA  activities  in  a  fair  and  consistent  manner  the 
Executive  Group  merged  similar  activities  together  for  the  purposes  of  analysis. 
Categories  were  derived  from  the  general  mission  functions  of  DLA.  As  a  result,  DLA 
defined  their  five  categories  as  Regional  Headquarters,  Defense  Distribution  Depots, 
Inventory  Control  Points,  Service  Support  Centers  and  one-of-a-kind  activities  such  as 
the  Defense  Qothing  Factory. 

After  organizing  DLA  activities  into  general  categories,  studies  were  undertaken 
to  determine  the  data  requirements  for  conducting  a  comprehensive  activity  analysis 
within  each  category.  Comprehensive  data  calls  were  designed  to  support  the  excess 
capacity;  military  value;  and  economic,  environmental,  and  community  analyses 
required  by  DoD  guidance  in  accordance  with  the  selection  criteria  and  corresponding 
DLA  Measures  of  Merit.  The  data  was  requested  from  Primary  Field  Level  Activities 
(PFLA),  Principal  Staff  Elements  (PSE)  within  DLA  Headquarters,  and  other 
governmental  and  commercial  agencies. 

The  DLA  Internal  Control  Plan  for  the  collection  and  analysis  of  data  was 
developed  si)ecifically  for  this  effort.  The  plan  provided  overall  policy  guidance  and 
procedures  to  ensure  that  data  was:  consistent  and  standardized,  accurate  and 
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complete,  catifiable  as  required  by  law,  verifiable  by  HQ  DLA  PSE  and  PLFA 
functional  managers,  auditable  by  DLA  internal  review  offices  and  external  audit  and 
mq;)ection  agencies,  and  replicable  using  documentation  developed  during  data 
collection. 

An  Int^nal  Control  Checklist  was  developed  and  distributed  as  a  working 
d<KUT»en*  to  achieve  the  objectives  of  the  Internal  Control  Plan,  including  the 
requirement  for  field  commanders  to  catify  the  accuracy  of  their  data.  To  further 
msure  the  validity  of  field  data,  functional  exports  on  the  Working  Group  traveled  to 
selected  activities  and  performed  on-site  reviews  to  confirm  that  accurate,  quantifiable, 
and  certifiable  data  was  provided  in  response  to  data  calls. 

In  developing  the  capacity  analysis  for  each  category,  DLA  considered 
{nojections  for  Military  Service  drawdowns  as  reflected  in  Ae  DoD  Force  Structure 
Plan,  discussed  changes  in  basing  and  operations  with  the  Military  Services,  and 
considered  initiatives  to  improve  DLA  operational  efficiencies  and  effectiveness. 

DLA  developed  a  series  of  objective  questions  for  each  DLA  activity  in  order  to 
determine  the  amount  of  physical  space  and  throughput  capacity  currently  available  at 
each  location.  The  data  was  used  to  quantify  the  extent  to  which  an  existing  DLA 
facility  nray  have  been  constrained  by  physical  space,  throughput,  span  of  control,  or 
production  capability. 

DLA  analyzed  military  value  to  determine  the  relative  ranking  of  an  activity 
with  respect  to  other  installations  in  the  same  category,  rather  than  to  serve  as  a 
performance  measure.  Military  value  criteria  (die  first  four  DoD  selection  criteria) 
were  given  priority  consideration  in  the  assessment  of  DLA  installations  for 
realigrunent  or  closure.  Since  DLA  provides  support  to  the  Nfilitary  Services,  the 
Agency  is  indirectly  affected  by  Service  projected  force  structure  changes.  Given  this 
added  complexity,  the  Executive  Group  agreed  that  more  distinctive  measures  should 
be  identified  to  assess  the  military  value  of  DLA  activities.  Accordingly,  DLA 
developed  Measures  of  Merit  to  fully  address  the  military  value  of  its  activities. 

DLA*s  four  measures  of  merit  included  Mission  Essentiality,  Mission  Suitability, 
Operational  Efficiencies,  and  Expandability. 

The  next  step  in  the  process  was  to  identify  activities  with  the  potential  to  be 
realigned  or  closed  and  eliminate  the  remaining  activities  from  further  consideration. 
The  results  of  the  excess  capacity  analysis  and  the  military  value  review  served  as  the 


basis  for  Executive  Group  decisions.  Based  on  the  analyses  presented  and  the 

accumulated  experience  of  the  Executive  Group,  each  DLA  activity  was  review  ,  wi 
further  analysis  as  necessary,  to  identify  potential  prospects  and  eliminate  other 
activities  from  further  review. 

Following  the  screening  of  DLA  activities  for  excess  capacity,  military  value, 
^nd  elimination  of  certain  activities  from  further  consideration,  scenarios  were 
developed  for  closure  and  realignment  During  the  considmtion  of  potential  receiver 
sites  for  realignment  and  closure  actions,  opportunities  for  inter-Service/Defense 
Agency  sharing  were  analyzed.  Coordination  with  the  Military  Services  and  other 
Defense  Agencies  was  vital  in  gathering  data  and  developing  reahgnment  and  closure 

alt^nadves. 

The  Working  Group  evaluated  potential  realignment  scenarios  using  the 
COBRA  model.  The  model  assessed  the  relative  economic  value  of  realignment  and 
closure  alternatives  in  terms  of  costs,  savings  and  rehm  on  investment  The  Ex^utive 
Group  considered  community,  infrastructure,  and  enwo^ent^  impact  in  accordance 
with  DoD  policy  guidance,  and  the  DoD  selection  criteria  for  impacts. 

The  Director  DLA  reviewed  the  recommendations  of  the  DLA  Executive  Group 
and  forwarded  his  recommendations  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Production  &  Lxigistics  on  February  22,  1993. 
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Defense  Logistics  Agency 
Recommendations  and  Justiflcations 


Defense  Electronics  Supply  Center  (Gentile  APS,  Ohio) 

Reconunendation:  Qose  the  Defense  Electronics  Supply  Cent^  (DESC)  (Gentile 
AFS),  Dayton,  Ohio,  and  relocate  its  mission  to  the  Defense  Construction  Supply 
Center  (DCSC!),  Columbus,  Ohio. 

JustiHcation;  DESC  is  one  of  four  hardware  Inventory  Control  Points  (ICP).  It  is 
currently  the  host  at  Gentile  Air  Force  Station  in  Dayton,  Ohio.  The  only  o±er  tenant 
at  GentUe  AFS  is  the  Defense  Switching  Network  (DSN).  The  base  has  a  large 
number  of  warehouses  (vacant  since  the  depot  closed  in  the  mid-seventies)  which 
require  extensive  renovation  before  they  could  be  used  as  administrative  office  space. 
The  Agency  has  no  plans  to  re-open  the  Depot  at  this  location. 

The  hardware  ICPs  are  all  similar  in  missions,  organizations,  personnel  skills 
and  common  automated  managen^nt  systems.  The  ICP  Concept  of  Operations  which 
takes  into  account  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan,  indicates  that  consolidation  of  ICPs 
can  reduce  the  cost  of  operations  by  eliminating  redundant  overhead  operations.  The 
Consumable  Item  Transfer  will  be  completed  in  FY  94  and  consolidation  can  begin 
after  that  transfer  has  been  completed. 

Consolidating  DESC  and  DCSC  at  both  Columbus  and  Dayton  was  considered. 
The  Columbus  location  provided  the  best  overall  payback  and  could  allow  for  the 
complete  closure  of  Gentile  Air  Force  Station,  Dayton,  Ohio.  DCSC  currently  has 
approval  for  construction  of  a  700,000  square  foot  office  building  which  should  be 
completed  in  FY  96.  This  building  will  provide  adequate  space  for  expansion  of  the 
ICP.  As  a  result  of  the  closure  of  DESC,  Gentile  Air  Force  Station  will  be  excess  to 
Air  Force  needs.  The  Air  Force  will  dispose  of  it  in  accordance  with  existing  policy 
and  procedure.  It  is  the  intent  of  the  Air  Force  that  the  only  other  activity,  a  Defense 
Switching  Network  terminal,  phase  out  within  the  time  frame  of  the  DESC  closure.  If 
the  terminal  is  not  phased  out  during  this  period,  it  will  remain  as  a  stand  alone 
facility. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one  time  cost  for  this  action  is  $108  million. 
Annual  steady  state  savings  are  $36.8  million  with  a  return  on  investment  in  one  year. 
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Impacts:  Oosing  DESC  wiU  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected 
potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  13  percent  of  the  employment 
base  in  the  Dayton-Springfield  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic 
recovery.  Note:  Other  1993  closure  and/or  realignment  recommendations  bring  the 
total  impact  on  the  Dayton-Sfningfield  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  to  13  percent. 
Potential  environmental  and  community  infrastructure  impacts  of  consolidation  of 
DESC  with  DCSC  are  minimal. 


Defense  Personnel  Support  Center  and  Defense  Clothing  Factory, 

Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 

Close  the  Defense  Personnel  Support  Center  (DPSC),  Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania,  and  relocate  its  mission  to  the  Defense  Distribution  Region  East,  New 
Cumb^land,  Pennsylvania.  Close  the  Defense  Clothing  Factory,  relocate  the  personnel 
supporting  the  flag  mission,  and  use  existing  commercial  sources  to  procure  the 
closing  factory  products. 

Justification:  DPSC  is  the  host  of  this  Army-permitted  activity  in  Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania.  The  installation  also  houses  the  aothing  Factory,  the  Defense  Contract 
Management  District  Midatlantic,  and  other  tenants  with  approximately  800  ^rsonnel. 
The  decision  to  close  the  Clothing  Factory  is  based  on  the  premise  that  clothing 
requirements  for  the  armed  forces  can  be  fulfilled  cost  effectively  by  commercial 
manufacturers,  without  compromising  quality  or  delivery  lead  time.  DPSC  was  not 
reviewed  as  part  of  the  ICP  category  since  it  manages  a  much  smaller  number  of  items 
which  have  a  significantly  higher  dollar  value  than  the  hardware  ICPs.  The  activity 
has  no  administrative  space  available,  but  does  have  a  small  number  of  buildable  acres. 
Environmental  problems  at  DPSC  would  make  building  or  extensive  renovations 
impossible  for  some  time  in  the  future. 

With  the  movement  of  DCMD  Midatlantic  and  the  Clothing  Factory  out  of 
DPSC,  the  Working  Group  examined  options  to  either  utilize  the  b^e  as  a  receiver  or 
move  DPSC  to  another  location.  Scenarios  were  built  so  that  activities  moved  to 
locations  where  excess  space  had  been  identified.  DISC,  currently  a  ten^t  at  ASO 
which  is  recommended  for  closure  by  the  Navy,  was  considered  for  possible 
realignment  to  DPSC.  A  scenario  which  realigned  DPSC  to  ASO  where  DLA  would 
assume  responsibility  for  the  base  was  analyzed.  Another,  which  spUt  the  three 
commodities  at  DPSC  between  DGSC  and  DCSC  was  also  examined. 
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The  distribution  depot  at  New  Cumberland  has  available  buildable  acres. 
Additionally,  another  recommendation  moves  DISC,  a  hardware  ICP  from  Philadelphia 
to  New  Cumb^land.  This  allows  several  activities  to  be  consolidated.  The  presence 
of  three  ICPs  and  major  DLA  facilities  in  the  area  will  create  significant  opportunities 
for  savings  and  efficiencies  in  the  future.  As  a  result  of  the  closure  of  DPSC,  the 
property  will  be  excess  to  Army  needs.  The  Army  will  dispose  of  it  in  accordance 
with  existing  policy  and  procedure. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one  time  cost  for  these  closures  is  $173.0 
million.  Armual  steady  state  savings  are  $90.6  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment 

Impacts:  Qosing  DPSC  and  the  Qothing  Factory  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect  is  0.4 
percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  P^adelphia  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area, 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Note:  Other  1993  closure  and/or  realignment 
reconunendations  bring  the  tot^  impact  on  the  Philadelphia  Metropolitan  Statistical 
Area  to  0.8  percent 

The  closure  will  ultimately  result  in  a  reduction  in  air  emissions,  wastewater 
discharges,  and  solid  waste. 


Defense  Distribution  Depot  Oakland,  California 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Oakland,  CA  (DDOC), 
and  relocate  the  primary  mission  to  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Tracy,  CA  (DDTC), 
Defense  Distribution  Depot  Sharpe,  CA  (DDSC),  and  Defense  Distribution  Depot  San 
Diego,  CA  (DDDC).  Slow  moving  or  inactive  materiel  remaining  at  DDOC  at  the 
time  of  closure  will  be  relocated  to  other  available  storage  space  within  the  DoD 
Distribution  System. 

Justification:  The  decision  to  realign  DDOC  was  driven  by  the  Navy’s  decision  to 
close  Oakland  Navy  Base  and  Naval  Air  Station  Alameda.  The  closure  of  the  Navy 
Supply  Center  at  Oakland  (fleet  support)  and  the  Naval  Aviation  Depot  at  Alameda 
removed  the  customer  base  from  Oakland.  This  closure  along  with  substandard 
facilities  contributed  to  the  decision  to  realign  the  distribution  mission  out  of  Oakland. 
DDOC  rated  14  out  of  29  in  the  military  value  matrix.  Except  for  two  depots,  all 
depots  rated  lower  than  DDOC  are  collocated  with  a  maintenance  depot.  The  other  two 
depots  exceed  Oakland’s  throughput  capacity  and  storage  space. 
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Return  on  Investment:  This  disestablishment  is  in  combination  with  the 
recommended  disestablishment  of  the  Tooele,  McQellan,  Charleston,  Pensacola,  and 
Letterkenny  distribution  depots.  Combined  estimated  one-time  costs  for  these 
disestablishments  is  $137.0  million.  Annual  steady-state  savings  are  $31.2  million  with 
a  return  on  investment  in  two  years. 

Impacts:  The  disestablishment  of  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Oakland  will  have  an 
intact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct 
and  indirect,  is  0.1  percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Oakland  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Note:  Other  1993  closure  and/or 
realignment  recommendations  bring  the  total  impact  on  the  Oakland  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area  to  4.9  percent.  There  will  be  no  significant  environmental  or 
conununity  infrastructure  impacts. 


Defense  Distribution  Depot  Pensacola,  Florida 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Pensacola,  FL  (DDPF), 
and  relocate  the  mission  to  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Jacksonville,  FL  (DDJF).  Slow 
moving  and/or  inactive  materiel  remaining  at  DDPF  at  the  time  of  the  disestablishment 
will  be  relocated  to  available  storage  space  within  the  DoD  Distribution  System. 

Justification:  The  decision  to  disestablish  DDPF  was  driven  by  the  Navy’s  decision  to 
close  the  Naval  Supply  Center  and  Naval  Aviation  Depot,  Pensacola,  elirninating 
DDPFs  customer  base.  The  loss  of  customer  base  along  with  sufficient  storage  space 
in  the  DoD  distribution  system  drove  the  disestablishment.  DDPF  rated  10  out  of  29 
in  the  military  value  matrix.  All  depots  rated  lower  than  DDPF  are  collocated  with 
their  primary  customer,  a  maintenance  depot 

Return  on  Investment:  This  disestablishment  is  in  combination  with  the 
recommended  disestablishment  of  the  Tooele,  McClellan,  Charleston,  Oakland,  and 
Letterkenny  distribution  depots.  Combined  estimated  one-time  costs  for  these 
disestablishments  is  $137.0  million.  Annual  steady-state  savings  are  $31.2  million  with 
a  return  on  investment  in  two  years. 

Impacts:  The  disestablishment  of  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Pensacola  will  have  an 
impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct 
and  indirect,  is  0.2  percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Pensacola  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Note:  Other  1993  closure  and/or 
realignment  recommendations  increase  the  employment  base  in  the  Pensacola 
Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  by  4.2  percent.  There  will  be  no  significant 
environmental  or  community  infrastructure  impacts. 
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Defense  Contract  Management  District  Midatlantic,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania, 
and  Defense  Contract  Management  District 
Northcentral,  Chicago,  Dlinois 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  Defense  Contract  Management  District  Midadantic 
(DCMDM)  and  Defense  Contract  Management  District  Northcentral  (DCMDN),  and 
relocate  the  missions  to  DCMD  Northeast,  DCMD  South  and  DCMD  West 

Justification:  The  Defense  Contract  Management  Districts  perform  operational 
support  and  management  oversight  of  lOS  Defense  Contract  Management  Area 
OpCTations  (DCMAOs)  and  Defense  Plant  Rejnesentative  Offices  (DPROs).  Since  the 
establishmrat  of  the  DCMDs  a  number  of  DCMAOs  and  DPROs  have  been 
disestablished  th^by  reducing  the  span  of  control  responsibility  of  the  five  DCMDs. 
Based  on  the  assumptions  derived  from  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan  it  is  anticipated 
that  the  DCMD  span  of  control  will  not  increase  in  future  years.  This  allows  for  the 
reconfiguration  of  the  DCMDs  by  realigning  responsibility  for  the  operational 
activities,  th^by  reducing  the  number  of  headquarters  facilities  which  perform 
operational  support  and  management  oversight  All  plant  and  area  operations  would 
continue  to  be  under  geographicaUy  aligned  Districts.  The  hfilitary  Value  analysis 
resulted  in  the  recommendation  to  disestablish  the  midadantic  and  northcentral 
activities  and  relocate  their  missions  to  the  three  remaining  districts. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one  time  costs  for  this  closure  are  $18.7 
million.  Annual  steady  state  savings  are  $20.1  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment. 

Impacts:  Disestablishment  of  DCMD  Midadantic  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  0.0002 
percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Philadelphia  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area, 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Note:  Other  1993  closure  and/or  realignment 
recommendations  bring  the  tot^  impact  on  the  Philadelphia  Metropolitan  Statistical 
Area  to  0.8  percent 

The  disestablishment  of  DCMD  Northcentral  will  have  a  similar  negligible 
inq>act  on  the  local  economy  in  the  Chicago  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area.  The 
projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  0.0002  percent  of  the 
employment  base  in  the  Chicago  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic 
recovery. 

There  are  no  significant  environmental  or  community  infrastructure  impacts 
resulting  from  these  actions. 
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Defense  Logistics  Service  Center  and  Defense  Reutilization  and 
Marketing  Service,  Battle  Creek,  Michigan 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  the  Defense  Logistics  Services  Center  (DLSC)  and 
collocate  its  mission  with  the  Defense  Construction  Supply  Center  (DCSC),  Columbus, 
Ohio. 

Relocate  the  Defense  Reutilization  and  Marketing  Service,  Battle  Creek, 
Michigan,  to  the  Defense  Construction  Supply  Center  (DCSC),  Columbus,  Ohio. 

DCSC  will  provide  all  necessary  support  SCTvices  for  the  relocated  persoimel.  Two 
separate  functional  areas.  Logistics  Information  Management  and  Logistics  Information 
Distribution,  will  be  assigned  to  the  DLA  Inventory  Control  Point  (ICP)  to 
acconunodate  the  operational  mission  areas  now  p^ormed  by  DLSC. 

JustiHcation:  With  the  implementation  of  DMRD  918,  "Defense  Information 
Infrastructure  Resource  Plan,"  the  responsibility  for  Central  Design  Activity  (CD A)  and 
Information  Processing  Centers  (IPC)  were  assigned  to  the  Defense  Information 
Technology  Service  Organization.  As  a  result  of  the  realignment  the  continued  need  of 
DLSC  as  a  stand  alone  organization  was  evaluated.  By  consolidating  functions  at  a 
DLA  ICP,  all  support  services  can  be  performed  by  the  receiving  activity.  Some  of 
the  functions  currently  being  performed  by  DLSC  NATO  Codification  personnel  can 
be  distributed  among  the  remaining  DLA  hardware  centos,  thereby  consolidating 
similar  functions.  This  relocation  also  places  HQ  DRMS  Battle  Creek,  Michigan,  and 
Operations  East,  Columbus,  Ohio,  with  a  DLA  Inventory  Control  Point  to  facilitate 
overall  materiel  management  Savings  result  from  moving  DLSC  and  DRMS  from 
GSA-leased  space. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one  time  cost  for  these  actions  is  $33.9 
million.  Annual  steady  state  savings  are  $55.6  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment 

Impacts:  Disestablishing  DLSC  and  relocating  DRMS  will  have  an  impact  on  the 
local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect  is 
2.2  percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Battle  Creek  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area, 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Potential  environmental  and  community 
infrastructure  impacts  of  these  actions  are  minimal. 
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Defense  Distribution  Depot  Letterkenny,  Pennsylvania 

Reconunendation:  Disestablish  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Letterkenny,  Pennsylvania 
(DDLP)  and  relocate  the  depot’s  functions  and  materiel  to  Defense  Distribution  Depot 
Tobyhanna,  PA  (DDTP),  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Anniston,  AL  and  Defense 
Distribution  Depot  Red  River,  TX  (DDRT).  Active  consumable  items  will  be  moved 
to  Def^  Depot  New  Cumberland,  PA,  and  Defense  Depot  Mechanicsburg,  PA.  Any 
remaining  materiel  will  be  placed  in  available  storage  space  within  the  DoD 
Distribution  System. 

Justification;  The  decision  to  disestablish  DDLP  was  driven  by  the  Army  decision  to 
realign  the  Lett^kenny  Army  Depot  and  consolidate  its  depot  maintenance  functions 
with  those  existing  at  Tobyhanna  Army  Depot,  PA,  Anniston  Army  Depot,  AL,  and 
Red  River  Army  Depot,  TX.  Realignment  of  DDLP’s  {nimary  customs  and 
substandard  facilities  drive  the  decision  to  relocate  the  distribution  mission  to  DDRT. 
DDLP  rated  25  out  of  29  in  the  military  value  matrix.  All  depots  rated  lower  than 
DDLP  are  collocated  with  their  primary  customer,  a  maintenance  depot 

Return  on  Investment:  This  disestablishment  is  in  combination  with  the 
recommended  disestablishment  of  the  Tooele,  Oakland,  Charleston,  Pensacola,  and 
McClellan  distribution  depots.  Combined  estimated  one-time  costs  for  these 
disestablishments  is  $137.0  milhon.  Annual  steady-state  savings  are  $31.2  million  with 
a  return  on  investment  in  two  years. 

Impacts:  The  disestablishment  of  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Letterkenny  will  have 
an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct 
and  indirect,  is  1.1  percent  of  tiie  employment  base  in  the  Franklin  County 
Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Note:  Other  1993 
closure  and/or  realignment  recommendations  bring  the  total  impact  on  the  Franklin 
County  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  to  8.9  percent.  There  will  be  no  significant 
environmental  or  community  infrastructure  impacts. 


Defense  Distribution  Depot  Charleston,  South  Carolina 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Charleston,  SC  (DDCS), 
and  relocate  the  mission  to  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Jacksonville,  FL  (DDJF).  Slow 
moving  and/or  inactive  materiel  remaining  at  DDCS  at  the  time  of  the  realignment  will 
be  relocated  to  available  storage  space  within  the  DoD  Distribution  System. 
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Justification:  The  decision  to  realign  DDCS  was  driven  by  the  Navy’s  decision  to 
close  several  naval  activities  in  Charleston,  SC,  eliminating  DDCS’s  customer  base. 

The  loss  of  customer  base  along  with  sufficient  storage  space  in  the  DoD  distnbution 
system  drove  the  disestablishment  DDCS  rated  6  out  of  29  in  the  military  value 
matrix.  All  depots  rated  lower  than  DDCS  are  collocated  with  their  primary  customer, 

a  maintenance  depot 

Return  on  Investment:  This  disestablishment  is  in  combination  with  the 
recommended  disestablishment  of  the  Tooele,  McQeUan,  Pensacola,  Oakland,  and 
Letterkenny  distribution  depots.  Combined  estimated  one-time  costs  for  these 
disestabUshments  is  $137.0  million.  Annual  steady-state  savings  are  $31.2  million  with 
a  return  on  investment  in  two  years. 

Impacts:  The  disestablishment  of  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Charleston  will  have  an 
impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct 
and  indirect,  is  0.2  percent  of  the  en^loyment  base  in  the  Charleston  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Note:  Other  1993  closure  and/or 
reaUgnment  recommendations  bring  the  total  imp^t  on  the  Ch^leston  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area  to  15  percent.  There  will  be  no  significant  environmental  or 
community  infrastructure  impacts. 


Defense  Distribution  Depot  Tooele,  Utah 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Tooele,  Utah  (DDTl^ 
Relocate  the  depot’s  functions/materiel  to  Defense  Distnbution  Depot  Red  River,  TX 
(DDRT).  Any  remaining  materiel  will  be  placed  in  available  space  in  the  DoD 

Distribution  System. 

Justification:  The  decision  to  disestablish  DDTU  was  driven  by  the  Army  decision  to 
realign  Tooele  Army  Depot  and  consolidate  its  depot  maintenance  functions  with  those 
existing  at  Red  River  Army  Depot  The  realignment  of  DDTU’s  primary  customer  and 
the  substandard  facilities  drive  the  decision  to  disestablish  DDTU  and  relocate  its 
functions  and  materiel  to  DDRT.  DDTU  rated  18  out  of  29  in  the  mUi^  value 
matrix.  With  the  exception  of  one  depot  (Columbus,  Ohio),  lower  rated  depots  are 
collocated  with  their  primary  customer,  a  maintenance  depot  The  Columbus  depot  has 
almost  twice  the  storage  capacity  and  four  times  the  issue  throughput  capacity  as 

DDTU. 
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Return  on  Investment:  This  disestablishment  is  in  combination  with  the 
recommended  disestablishment  of  the  Letterkenny,  Oakland,  Charleston,  Pensacola,  and 
McClellan  distribution  depots.  Combined  estimated  one-time  costs  for  these 
disestablishments  is  $137.0  million.  Annual  steady-state  savings  arc  $312  million  with 
a  return  on  investment  in  two  years. 

Impacts:  The  disestablishment  of  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Tooele  will  have  an 
impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct 
and  indirect,  is  3.4  percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Tooele  County  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Note:  Other  1993  closure  and/or 
realignment  recommendations  bring  the  total  impact  on  the  Tooele  County 
Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  to  34.1  percent.  There  will  be  no  significant 
environmental  or  community  infrastructure  impacts. 


Defense  Contract  Management  District  West,  El  Segundo,  California 

Recommendation:  Relocate  the  Defense  Contract  Management  District  West  (DCMD 
West),  El  Segundo,  CA,  to  Long  Beach  Naval  Shipyard,  Los  Angeles,  CA. 

Justification:  The  DCMD  West  is  currently  located  in  GSA-leased  administrative 
space  in  El  Segundo,  CA.  Significant  savings  will  result  by  moving  the  organization 
from  GSA  space  to  a  building  on  Gov^ment  property  at  Long  Beach  Naval  Shipyard, 
CA.  A  number  of  available  DoD  properties  were  considered  as  potential  relocation 
sites.  The  Naval  Shipyard  was  selected  because  it  does  not  involve  the  payment  of 
Personnel  Change  of  Station  (PCS)  costs.  This  move  may  require  new  construction  to 
provide  a  building  to  receive  the  DCMD  West 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one  time  costs  for  this  relocation  are  $12.4 
miUion.  Annual  steady  state  savings  are  $6.0  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment  The  estimated  one  time  cost  includes  the  potential  cost  of  construction, 
should  that  be  required. 

Impacts:  Relocating  DCMD  West  will  have  no  negative  impact  on  the  local  economy 
since  it  is  an  intra-area  move.  However,  DCMD  West  is  receiving  personnel  as  a 
result  of  the  overall  DCMC  consolidation.  There  is  no  significant  environmental  or 
community  infrastructure  impact  resulting  from  this  relocation. 


Defense  Industrial  Supply  Center,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 

Recommendation:  Relocate  the  Defense  Industrial  Supply  Center  (DISC),  a  hardware 
Inventoiy  Control  Point  (ICP),  located  in  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania,  to  New 
Cumb^land,  Pennsylvania. 

Justification:  DISC  is  a  tenant  of  the  Navy’s  Aviation  Supply  Office  (ASO)  located 
in  Philadelphia.  With  the  Navy  decision  to  close  ASO  during  BRAC  93,  DISC  must 
either  be  relocated  or  remain  behind  and  assume  responsibility  for  the  base. 

The  Executive  Group  considered  options  where  square  footage  or  buildable 
acres  existed.  Also,  only  locations  where  ICPs  currently  exist  were  considered. 

Collocation  with  DCSC,  DESC  and  DGSC  were  also  considered.  DGSC  has 
buildable  acres  but  no  space  available.  DESC  has  warehouse  space  and  DCSC  will 
have  administrative  space  in  1997.  However,  with  the  recommended  closures  of 
DESC  and  realignment  with  DCSC,  the  additional  move  of  DISC  to  DCSC  was 
considered  too  risky.  Scenarios  were  run  splitting  DISC  among  the  remaining 
hardware  centers  and  splitting  DISC  between  DCSC  and  DGSC.  Both  options  were 
considered  too  risky  because  proposed  moves  split  managed  items  to  multiple 
locations. 

Locating  DISC  at  Defense  Distribution  Region  East,  a  DLA  activity  located  at 
New  Cumberland,  Pennsylvania,  and  the  presence  of  three  ICPs  and  major  DLA 
facilities  in  the  area  will  create  significant  opportunities  for  savings  and  efficiencies  in 
the  future.  The  relocation  of  DISC  to  New  Cumberland  provides  the  best  payback  for 
DoD.  The  relocation  allows  the  Navy  to  close  and  dispose  of  ASO. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one  time  cost  for  this  relocation  is  $95.6 
million.  Annual  steady  state  savings  are  $20.7  million  with  a  return  on  investment  in 
four  years. 

Impacts:  Relocating  DISC  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected 
potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  0.2  percent  of  the  employment 
base  in  the  Philadelphia  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery. 
Note:  Other  1993  closure  and/or  realignment  recommendations  bring  the  total  impact 
on  the  Philadelphia  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  to  0.8  percent.  The  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  relocating  DISC  to  New  Cumberland  are  minimal  and  there 
are  no  community  infrastructure  impediments. 
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Defense  Information  Systems  Agency 
Summary  of  Selection  Process 


Defense  Information  Systems  Agency  (DISA)  Process 

As  a  first  step  in  the  consolidation  process,  the  Director  of  the  Defense 
Information  Technology  Services  Office  (DITSO)  established  the  DoD  Data  Center 
Consolidation  Planning  Team  to  develop  a  Data  Processing  Center  (DPC)  consolidation 
plan.  The  Planning  Team  adopted  a  site  selection  process  that  calls  for  identifying  the 
existing  sites  that  have  the  greatest  potential  for  serving  as  consolidated  DPCs.  The 
methodology  involved  the  following  steps: 

o  Identify  the  candidate  DPCs 

o  Validate  site  information  and  apply  ranking  criteria 

o  Determine  the  total  data  processing  requirement 

o  Determine  the  appropriate  number  of  megacentos 

o  Develop  a  technical  plan  for  migration  of  DoD  data  processing  workload 
from  the  existing  DPCs  to  the  megacenters 

The  methodology  carefully  considered  the  risks  associated  with  both  site 
selection  and  consolidation.  The  plan  builds  on  the  work  done  by  the  Services  in 
support  of  Defense  Management  Report  Decision  924.  Site  selection  risk  has  been 
filler  reduced  by  conducting  a  sensitivity  analysis  on  the  site  selection  criteria. 

The  methodology  for  ranking  the  megacenters  involved  a  two  step  process. 

First,  the  criteria  for  selecting  a  megacenter  site  were  identified.  These  criteria  were 
then  weighted  according  to  their  importance  as  a  discriminator  in  the  ranking  of  sites, 
with  the  total  weights  adding  to  100  percent  The  criteria  fell  into  three  broad 
categories:  1)  Facilities  criteria,  which  account  for  50  percent  of  the  total  weight,  2) 
Security  criteria,  which  account  for  35  percent  of  the  total  weight  and  3)  Operations 
criteria  which  account  for  15  percent  of  the  total  weight  Each  site  could  receive  a 
total  of  ten  points  for  each  of  the  criteria.  The  points  assigned  were  then  multiplied  by 
the  weight  factor  for  each  criterion  and  summed  to  determine  the  score  for  each 
potential  megacenter  site. 
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Thirty-six  megacmto'  candidates  were  scored  against  the  ciitoia  to  establish  a 
candidate  Tanking.  Site  visits  were  made  to  validate  the  Service-supplied  data. 

-iC 

The  numba  of  megacenters  leqoiied  was  determined  by  totaling  the  {aocessing 
workload  lequiremrats  of  aU  sites  to  be  consolidated  and  distributing  these 
requirements,  beginning  with  the  top-ranked  site,  until  all  the  requirements  were 
satisfied.  A  smsitivity  analysis  was  poformed  to  determine  how  much  the  site  ranking 
mda  depended  on  the  weights  assigned  to  each  criterion  and  the  inclusion  or  exclusion 
of  a  ^)ecific  critoia. 

a  iv  T- 
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Defense  Information  Systems  Agency 
Recommendation  and  Justification 


DoD  Data  Center  Consolidation 

Execute  a  DoD-wide  Data  Center  Consolidation  Plan  that 
disestablishes  44  major  data  processing  centers  (DPCs)  by  consolidating  their 
information  processing  workload  into  fifteen  standardized*  automated  "megacenters 
located  in  existing  DoD  facilities. 

The  44  DPCs  recommended  for  disestablishment  arc  located  at  the  following 
DoD  installations: 


Naw  Sites 

NCTS  San  Diego,  CA 
NSC  Puget  Sound,  WA 
NSC  Norfolk,  VA 
NAWC  AD  Patuxent  River,  MD 
NAWC  WD  Point  Mugu,  CA 
NSC  Pearl  Harbor,  HI 
NAS  Whidbey  Island,  WA 
TRF  Kings  Bay,  GA 
NAS  Key  West,  FL 
NAS  Oceana,  VA 
NCTAMSLANT  Norfolk,  VA 
NCTS  New  Orleans,  LA 
CRUTTCOM  Arlington,  VA 
NARDAC  San  Francisco,  CA 
NCCOSC  San  Diego,  CA 

Marine  Corps  Sites 
MCAS  Cherry  Point,  NC 
RASC  Camp  Pendleton,  CA 

Air  Force  Sites 
CPSC  San  Antonio,  TX 
AFMPC  Randolph  AFB,  TX 


NSC  Charleston,  SC 
ASO  Philadelphia,  PA 
NCTS  Pensacola,  FL 
NAWC  WD  China  Lake,  CA 
FISC  San  Diego,  CA 
FACSO  Port  Hueneme,  CA 
TRF  Bangor,  WA 
NAS  Brunswick,  ME 
NAS  Mayport, 

EPMAC  New  Orleans,  LA 
BUPERS  Washington,  DC 
NCTS  Washington,  DC 
NCTAMS  EASTPAC  Pearl 
Harbor,  HI 

NAVDAF  Corpus  Christi,  TX 


RASC  Camp  Lejeune,  NC 
MCAS  H  Toro,  CA 


7th  CG,  Pentagon,  VA 
RPC  McQellan  AFB,  CA 
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Defense  Logistics  Agency  Sites 
IPC  Battle  Credc,  MI 
IPG.nuladelphia,  PA 


IPC  Ogden,  UT 
IPC  Richmond,  VA. 


Defense  Information  Systems  AeencY  Sites 

DrrSO  Indianapolis  IPC,  IN  DITSO  Kansas  City  IPC,  MO 

DrrSO  Columbus  Annex  (Dayton),  OH 

Recommended  Megacenter  Locations 


o  Cblumbus,  Ohio 
o  Ogden,  Utah 
o  San  Antonio,  Texas 
o  Rock  Island,  Illinois 
o  Montgomery,  Alabama 
o  DenvCT,  Colorado 
o  WaroCT-Robins,  Georgia 
o  Huntsville,  Alabama 


o  Mechanicsbuig,  Pennsylvania 
o  Dayton,  Ohio 
o  St  Louis,  Nfissouri 
o  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma 
o  Jacksonville,  Rorida 
o  Chambosburg,  Pennsylvania 
o  Cleveland,  Ohio 


Justification:  A  DPC  is  an  organizationally  defined  set  of  dedicated  personnel, 
computer  hardware,  compute  software,  telecommunications,  and  environmentally 
conditioned  facilities  whose  primary  function  is  to  provide  computer  processing 
support  for  customers.  The  DPCs  to  be  closed  woe  transferred  from  die  Military 
Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  to  the  Defense  Information  Systems  Agency 
(DISA)  under  the  guidelines  of  Defense  Management  Report  Decision  (DMRD)  918. 
R^id  consolidation  of  these  facilities  is  necessary  to  accommodate  a  significant 
portion  of  the  DMRD  918  budget  savings  totaling  $4.5  billion  while  continuing  to 
support  the  mission  and  functions  of  DoD  at  die  requited  service  levels. 

Consolidation  of  DPCs  is  one  of  several  cost  saving  initiatives  undnway  within 
DISA.  Best  industry  practice  in  the  private  sector  has  established  the  viability  and 
desirability  of  this  ^proach.  It  will  position  DoD  to  mote  efficiendy  support  common 
data  processing  requirements  across  Sauces  by  leveraging  information  technology  and 
resource  investments  to  meet  multiple  needs.  In  the  long  tom,  it  will  increase  the 
Military  Departments*  and  Defense  Agencies*  access  to  state*^f->the-art  technology 
v'hile  requiring  fewer  investments  to  support  similar  Service  needs.  This  is  an 
aggressive  plan  diat  will  ultimately  position  DoD  to  support  business  improvement 
initiatives,  downsizing,  and  streanilining  through  the  efficient  use  and  deployment  of 
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technology.  DISA  has  imdolaken  an  extensive  evaluation  of  candidate  megacenters  to 
ensure  that  the  facilities,  security,  and  ongoing  opraations  will  support  an  efficient  and 
flexible  Defense  Information  Infra-structure  capable  of  meeting  the  requirements  of  the 

Defense  community. 

During  the  evaluation  process  the  IPC  at  McClellan  Air  Force  Base  rated 
enough  to  be  selected  as  a  megacenter  site.  However,  with  the  Air  Force  s 
recommendation  to  close  McQellan  Air  Force  Base  the  McClellan  IPC  was  removed 
from  further  consideration. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one  time  cost  for  this  recommendation  is 
$408  million.  Annual  steady  state  savings  are  $290  million  with  an  immediate  return 
on  investment 

Impacts:  The  consolidation  will  have  minimal  impact  on  the  communities  and 
environment  at  both  the  existing  and  target  DPC  sites. 
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Chapter  5 

Implementation 


Introduction 

Public  Law  101-510,  besides  establishing  the  procedures  for  selecting  bases  to 
be  closed  or  realigned,  establishes  procedures  for  carrying  out  approved  closures  and 
realignments.  The  law  also  describes  the  applicability  of  odter  public  laws  and  Federal 
regulations  to  the  implementation  of  base  closures  and  realignments  (see  Appendix  A). 

Requirement  to  Close  and  Realign  Bases 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  must  close  and  realign  gU  military  installations 
recommended  for  closure  and  realignment  by  the  Commission,  unless  the  President 
does  not  approve  the  recommendations  or  a  Congressional  joint  resolution  of 
disapproval  is  enacted. 

The  Secretary  must  initiate  all  the  closures  and  realignments  within  two  years 
and  complete  all  the  closures  within  six  years,  beginning  from  the  date  the  President 
^jproves  the  recommendations. 

Implementation  Procedures  and  Funding 

The  Secretary  may  (m  implementing  the  approved  base  closures  and 
realignments)  acquire  land,  construct  replacement  facilities,  and  plan  and  design  for 
relocating  activities. 

Public  Law  101-510  establishes  a  special  Department  of  Defense  Base  Closure 
Account  1990,  to  fund  costs  associated  with  closing  and  realigning  bases.  The 
Secretary  may  also  use  the  Account  to  provide:  economic  adjustment  assistance  to 
communities;  community  planning  assistance;  and,  outplacement  assistance  to  civilian 
employees.  There  is  a  separate  base  closure  account  for  implementing  the 
recommendations  of  the  1988  Base  Qosure  Commission. 

The  Secretary  may  use  the  Account  to  provide  for  environmental  restoration  and 
mitigation  at  closing  and  realigning  bases.  The  Secretary  is  required  to  ensure  that 
environmental  restoration  of  property  made  excess  as  a  result  of  closing  or  realigning 
bases  be  carried  out  as  soon  as  possible  with  funds  available  for  such  purposes. 
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Property  Disposal 


The  Adininistrator  of  General  Sen  dees  is  required  to  delegate  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  the  Administrator’s  property  disposal  authorities  under  public  law  to:  utiliTft 
excess  properQr;  dispose  of  surplus  propoty;  grant  approvals  and  make  determinations; 
and,  make  excess  or  surplus  property  available  for  vt^dlife  conservation  purposes.  The 
Secretary  is  required  to  foUow  General  Smices  Administration  property  disposal 
regulations  in  carrying  out  his  authorities. 

Before  Secretary  can  dispose  of  any  surplus  real  prepay  or  facility,  he  is 
required  to  consult  with  the  Governor  of  the  State  and  the  heads  of  local  governments 
about  die  local  community’s  plans  for  the  use  of  die  property.  For  ovct  30  years,  DoD 
has  helped  local  communities  plan  for  the  reuse  of  closing  bases.  This  in’ogram, 
managed  by  DoD’s  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment,  is  discussed  later  in  this  chapter. 

The  Secretary  may  transfo*  real  prop^ty  or  facilides  at  a  closing  or  realigning 
base  to  a  Military  Department  or  the  Coast  Guard,  with  or  without  reimbursement 
This  authority  is  important  to  help  ensure  DoD  retains  its  best  assets  in  cases  where 
the  need  for  transfer  from  one  Department  to  anodic  could  not  be  identified  during  the 
base  closure  and  realignment  selection  process. 

Applicability  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  will  apply  to  the  actions  DoD 
takes  in  implementing  sqjproved  base  closures  and  realignments.  NEPA  will  apply  in 
disposing  of  property  and  in  relocating  functions  from  a  base  being  closed  or  realigned 
to  a  receiving  base.  However,  in  applying  NEPA  to  property  di^sal  or  relocating 
functions,  DoD  need  not  consider  (1)  the  need  for  closing  or  realigning  the  base;  (2) 
die  need  for  transferring  functions  to  a  base  selected  as  a  receiving  base;  or  (3) 
alternatives  to  the  closing,  realigning  or  receiving  bases. 

Congressional  Oversight 

DoD  is  required  to  report  annually  to  die  Defense  Committees  of  Congress  the 
following  information  concerning  implementation  of  approved  base  closures  and 
realignments: 

o  A  schedule  of  closure  and  realignment  actions  for  the  year, 

o  The  costs  required  and  savings  to  be  achieved, 

o  An  assessment  of  the  environmental  effects  of  the  actions. 
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o  A  description  of  actions  at  receiving  bases,  and 

o  An  assessntent  of  the  environmental  effects  at  the  receiving  bases. 

Finally,  DoD  is  required  to  report  to  the  Congress  the  funds  remaining  in  the 
Base  Qosuie  Account  after  the  Account  has  terminated.  Unobligated  fimds  which 
ly-main  in  the  Account  after  t^mination  will  be  held  in  the  Account  until  transferred  by 

law. 


Erasing  the  Impact 

Qosing  military  bases  is  difficult,  especiahy  for  &e  people  affected.  DoD  has 
for  years  tr>anagPiH  programs  designed  to  assist  commumties,  homeowners  and 
employees  in  adjusting  to  the  closure  of  bases.  We  intend  to  improve  the  existing 
programs  and  to  create  new  economic  growth  initiatives  (see  Appendix  C). 

Economic  Adjustment  Assistance 


Economic  adjustment  assistance  for  communities  can  alleviate  local  impacts  of 
Defense  program  changes.  Impacts  may  result  from  major  base  closure  or  realignment 
actions  that  reduce  local  eiTq)loyment  Other  actions  may  increase  Defense  activity  and 
place  new  demands  on  communities  for  increased  public  services  (sewer,  water,  roads, 
schools,  etc.).  Changes  can  impact  on  individuals  and  have  secondary  effects  on  area 
businesses,  local  governments,  and  other  elements  of  the  local  economy. 

The  Department  takes  the  lead  in  efforts  to  alleviate  these  problems.  An 
Economic  Adjustment  Program  was  initiated  for  tius  purpose  in  May  1961.  Since 
1970,  adjustment  assistance  has  bera  enhanced  through  the  President  s  Economic 
Adjustment  Committee  (EAC)  which  is  composed  of  23  Federal  Departments  and 
Agencies,  chaired  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense.  The  DoD  Office  of  Economic 
Adjustment  (OEA)  serves  as  the  permanent  staff  for  the  Committee. 

The  EAC  works  with  local,  state  and  Federal  Agency  representatives  to  develop 
strategies  and  coordinate  action  plans  to  generate  new  job  opportunities  and  to  alleviate 
social  and  economic  impacts  resulting  from  Defense  program  changes.  \N^eneyer 
possible,  former  military  bases  are  converted  for  productive  civilian  uses,  i.e.  airports, 
industrial  parks,  schools,  hospitals,  recreational  areas,  etc.  Available  Federal,  state  and 
local  government  resources  are  utilized  to  spur  private  sector  investments  and  jobs. 

DoD  plans  to  increase  significantly  the  scope  of  activities  undertaken  by  OEA. 
OEA  is  responsible  for  leading  DoD’s  efforts  to  work  with  convmunities  severely 
affected  by  base  closures  and  other  reductions  in  defense  spending.  OEA  works 
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closely  with  other  federal,  state,  and  local  govonment  organizations  in  order  to  bring 
the  fidl  range  of  assistance  programs  to  bear  on  affected  communities.  DoD  will 
increase  OEA's  budget  dramatically  from  about  $8  million  in  FY  1992  to  nearly  $30 
million  in  FY  1993. 

^tfa  its  increased  budget,  OEA  will  offer  grants  to  help  communi^ 
organizations  transition  from  a  planning  function  to  an  opaadonal  ratity.  Previously, 
OEA  funded  the  planning  function  only.  OEA  also  plans  to  invite  grants  from  states 
to  support  local  community  adjustment  and  business  assistance  programs;  to  $2.5 
million  is  earmarked  for  t^  purpose.  OEA  will  also  make  grants  to  help  states  and 
local  govonments  develop  community  adjustment  and  economic  divoaification  plans 
and  establish  demonstration  projects  in  four  areas. 

Economic  Growth  Results 

The  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment  periodically  surveys  the  economic  progress 
of  nearly  100  communities  affected  by  base  closures  during  the  past  32  years.  The 
survey  tireasures  job  replacement  generation  and  reuses  for  the  former  bases,  as 
accomplished  and  reported  by  the  commututies  themselves.  The  survey  findings  are 
conservative  since  they  exclude  secondary  and  off-base  jobs.  The  1990  survey  found: 

o  New  jobs  replace  DoD  civilian  losses.  A  total  of  158,000  civilian  jobs 
are  now  located  on  former  defense  facilities  to  replace  the  loss  of  93,000 
forma-  DoD  civilian  and  contractor  jobs. 

o  New  educational  opporturtities.  Many  four-year  colleges  and  post¬ 
secondary  vocationsQ  techtucal  (vo-tech)  institutes  or  community  colleges, 
as  well  as  high  school  vo-tech  programs  have  been  established  at  former 
bases.  The  reuse  of  the  forma  Defoise  facilities  for  new  vocational 
technical  education  has  provided  a  strong  job-inducement  contribution  to 
future  commuiuty  economic  development  programs. 

o  Student  enrollments.  There  are  73,000  college  and  post-secondary 
students;  20,000  secondary  vo-tech  students;  and  62,000  trainees  now 
receiving  education  and  training  at  57  forma  Defense  bases. 

o  Industrial  and  aviation  uses.  Office  industrial  padcs  or  plants  have  been 
established  at  75  of  the  forma  Defense  bases.  Forty-two  of  the  forma 
bases  are  being  used  as  municipal  or  general  aviation  airports. 


Currratly,  OEA  is  woiking  with  38  communities  near  bases  recommended  for 
closure  by  the  1988  and  1991  Base  Oosure  Commissions  (see  Appendix  F).  OEA  has 
provided  $10  million,  over  the  last  three  years,  in  Community  Planning  Assistance 
(irants  to  affected  locations  for  economic  adjustment  organization  costs  and  to  help 
develop  local  base  redevelopmrat  plans.  Working  through  the  EAC,  OEA  is  also 
helping  these  commuruties  implement  tiieir  adjuStine^  plans.  With  funds  transferred 
from  DoD,  the  Economic  Development  Administration  of  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  will  make  33  grants  totalling  $50  million  for  utility  infrastructure 
improvements,  business  loan  funds,  and  state  level  adjustment  planning  activities. 
Similarly,  with  DoD  funds,  the  Department  of  Labor  has  made  45  grants  totalling  $40 
million  for  work^  adjustment  assistance  and  retraining. 

Until  the  property  at  the  closing  bases  is  disposed  of  for  public  and  private  use, 
redevelopment  is  understandably  limited.  Most  of  the  bases  recommended  for  closure 
in  1988  and  1991  have  yet  to  close.  However,  several  communities  affected  are 
solidly  on  the  way  to  economic  recovCTy  helped  by  DoD’s  willingness  to  temporarily 
lease  portions  of  bases  before  closure.  Lockheed  Ao’ospace  has  leased  hangars  at 
Norton  AFB  for  aircraft  overhaul  and  maintenance,  creating  800  jobs.  A  major 
trucking  company,  J.B.  Hunt,  recently  opened  a  truck  driver  training  center  at  the 
England  Industrial  Air  Paric  and  Commuiuty  (formCT  England  AFB).  At  the  Pease 
International  Tradeport  (former  Pease  AFB)  a  variety  of  new  activities  have  created 
more  than  1,0(X)  jobs.  Among  the  major  tenants  are  the  U.S.  Passport  and  Visa 
Processing  CentCT  and  the  Business  Express  (Delta  Airlines)  maintenance  facility.  And 
at  the  former  Naval  Air  Station  Chase  Field  in  Beeville,  Texas,  400  family  housing 
units  have  been  leased,  and  Prostar  Aircraft,  a  manufacture'  of  small  planes  used 
primarily  for  agriculture  and  recreational  purposes,  began  production  at  the  base  in 
March  1993. 

The  transition  period  (often  3-5  years)  from  military  to  civilian  use  of  a  former 
base  can  be  difficult  for  many  communities.  Yet,  the  experience  of  communities 
affected  by  earlier  base  closures  clearly  indicates  successful  adjustment  is  possible. 
Moreover,  communities  become  more  divCTsified  and  economically  stable.  The 
Department  of  Defense  is  committed  to  helping  affected  coimnunities  throughout 
transition. 
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Envinmmeiital  Restoration  at  Closing  Bases 

DoD  is  obligated  undo'  the  Defense  Environmental  Restoration  Program  and  the 
Comprehrasive  Environmmtal  Response,  Conqjensation  and  LiabiliQr  Act  (CERCLA) 
to  restore  contaminated  sites  on  military  bases,  whedier  they  are  closing  or  not 

DoD  is  committed  to  restoring  closing  bases  to  safe  condition  witiiin  the 
cs^nbilities  of  technology  and  tiie  availabili^  of  funds.  The  Base  Qosure  Account, 
described  earlia  in  tiiis  ch^ta,  is  used  to  fund  this  ravironmental  restoration  at 
closing  bases  or  at  realigning  bases  where  the  cleanup  action  is  driven  by  requirements 
of  tile  realignment 

DoD  wants  to  ensure,  whoevo’  possible,  that  oivironmental  cleanup  is  not  a 
barrier  to  economic  recovery.  DoD  has  spent  and  will  continue  to  spmd  significant 
ddense  resources  on  environmmtal  restoration,  but  will  need  help  from  Congress  and 
tile  Environmental  Protection  Agency  to  streamline  tiie  process. 

DoD  has  several  initiatives  underway  to  e]q)edite  tiie  ravironmental  restoration 
process  and  thereby  ^leed  local  economic  recovoy. 

Li  19SK),  DoD  formed  an  environmental  response  task  force  which,  in  October 
1991,  rqxnted  on  ways  to:  inqirove  interagency  coordination  of  environmental 
response  actions;  streamline  and  consolidate  regulations,  practices  and  policies;  and, 
improve  environmental  restoration  at  bases  that  were  being  closed  under  the  Base 
Qosure  and  Realignment  Act  of  1988.  This  task  force  is  being  reconvened  in  fiscal 
year  1993  and  will  provide  yearly  reports  to  Congress  until  tiie  base  closure  process  is 
cmnpleted. 

DoD  has  established  a  model  program  which  will  test:  expediting  clean-up; 
accelerating  the  contracting  pocess;  alternatives  for  avoiding  disputes;  concurrent 
regulatory  review;  and,  options  for  local  reuse  while  clean-up  is  in  progress. 

DoD,  in  conjunction  witii  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA),  the 
Military  Services,  State  and  local  regulatory  offices,  and  State  and  local 
reusefredevelopment  organizations,  is  conducting  a  series  of  base  closure  and 
realignment  (BRAC)  Interagency  Acceleration  Initiatives  Conferences.  These 
conferences,  organized  on  an  EPA  regional  basis,  promote  discussions  between 
ai^opriate  parties  and  foster  the  potential  implementation  of  some  47  acceleration 
initiatives  at  closing  installations.  The  acceleration  initiatives,  in  five  major  categories 
of  management,  process,  technology,  contracting,  and  training,  were  developed  to 
promote  the  timely  environmental  restoration  and  fast  return  of  closing  DoD 
installations. 


Homeowners  Assistance  Program 


The  HomeownCTS  Assistance  Program  (HAP)  was  authorized  by  Congress  to 
assist  eligible  military  and  federal  civilian  homeowners  who,  through  no  faidt  of  their 
own,  face  a  financial  loss  when  seUing  dieir  homes  in  an  area  where  real  estate  values 
have  declined  because  of  a  base  closure  or  realignment 

In  general,  HAP  works  in  three  ways.  The  Government  helps  eligible 
employees  who  cannot  sell  their  homes  within  a  reasonable  time  by  either:  buying  their 
homes  for  75  percent  of  their  {me-closure  announcement  value;  or  reimbursing  them  for 
most  lost  equity  should  the  homeownos  sell  the  house  for  less  than  the  pre-closure 
announcement  value.  The  program  also  provides  relief  for  di^laced  employees  facing 
foreclosure. 

To  be  eligible  for  HAP  benefits,  the  applicant  must  be  a  military  member  (Coast 
Guard  included),  federal  civilian  or  non-appropriated  fund  employee  assigned  or 
employed  at  or  near  the  installation  announced  for  closure  or  realignment,  and  be  the 
ownCT-occupant  on  the  announcement  date.  EligibiliQ^  is  also  extended  und^  certain 
conditions  to  personnel  on  overseas  tours  or  those  orda*ed  into  on-base  housing  within 
a  specified  period  prior  to  the  closure  or  realignment  aimoimcement 

The  program  is  initially  funded  vkith  appropriated  funds;  however,  the  fund  is 
replenished  with  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  or  rental  of  houses  purchased  by  the 
Government  undCT  the  program. 

Civilian  Employee  Assistance 

The  DoD  Priority  Placement  Program  is  anoth^  program  that  was  established  to 
help  DoD  civilian  employees  adjust  to  the  base  closures  of  the  1960s. 

A  state-of-the-art  automated  referral  system  is  currently  in  operation.  Over  the 
years  since  its  inception,  the  reforal  system  has  helped  more  than  106,000  employees 
find  new  assignments.  This  system  siq^xnts  the  Priority  Placement  Program  and  is 
cost  effective.  Periodic  surveys  have  shown  that  99  percent  of  placements  are 
considered  successful  by  the  supervisors  with  whom  the  employees  have  been  placed. 
Over  two-thirds  of  the  employees  placed  through  the  system  have  maintained  their  pay 
grades  and  salaries,  or  have  iivanced.  Nearly  the  same  number  of  placements  have 
been  within  the  commuting  area  of  the  original  jobs.  When  that  is  not  possible, 
relocation  expenses  are  paid  when  an  employee  is  placed  in  a  job  outside  the  present 
commuting  area.  The  program  has  successfully  placed  nearly  every  employee  willing 
to  relocate. 
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The  Office  of  Personnel  Manag«nent*s  (OPMs)  Interagency  Placement 
Assistance  Program  (IPAP)  and  Displaced  Enq)loyee  Program  (DEP)  are  newer 
programs  also  designed  to  be^>  to  place  employees  separated  or  about  to  be  separated 
firmn  their  portions  by  a  reduction  in  force.  0PM  is  in  die  process  of  combining  these 
programs  into  one.  - 

DoD  has  also  recently  established  ^  Defense  OuQilacement  Referral  System 
(DORS).  DORS  is  a  voluntary  automated  reforal  qrstnn  available  to  DoD  employees 
and  thw  ^looses  seddng  en^loyment  and  to  employers  seeking  work^.  Both 
register  in  the  DORS  s>ftem:  Eiiqiloyers  identify  ddlls  they  need  and  individuals  list 
die  gHiig  iSacy  possess,  the  system  electronically  provides  registered  en^loyers  the 
resumes  of  individuals  who  meet  their  skill  requirements. 

Recent  legislation  requires  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management  to  establish  a 
Govemmrat-wide  vacancy  list  Candidates  seddng  Fedoal  enqiloyment  will  no  longer 
have  to  midoe  numraous  inquiries  about  vacancies,  but  can  query  this  one  source.  The 
Office  of  Porsoimel  Management  is  also  required  to  establish  procedures  for  non-DoD 
Agencies  to  ^ve  di^laced  DoD  enqiloyees  full  consideradon  for  vacancies  filled  from 
outside  their  Agmcies. 

The  Job  Training  Partnership  Act  (JTPA)  allows  die  release  of  placement 
assistance  and  retraining  monies  to  those  enqiloyees  who  are  to  be  involuntarily 
separated  from  their  posidons.  In  most  situadons,  eiiqiloyees  identified  for  separadon 
will  be  eli^ble  for  these  funds  six  months  prior  to  sqiaradon.  Employees  at 
installatinns  on  the  base  realignment  and  closure  list  are  eligible  for  these  monies  24 
months  prior  to  the  closure  date. 

Enqiloyees  who  have  received  reducdon  in  force  sqiaradon  nodces  will  be 
allowed  to  stay  on  DoD*s  rolls  beyond  the  reducdon  in  force  (RIF)  date  if  they  have 
enough  annual  leave  to  carry  them  to  first  redrement  eligibilify  or  to  meet  the 
eligibility  criteria  to  carry  Federal  Employee  Health  Benefits  (FEHB)  into  redrement 
(five  years  of  coverage).  DoD  employees  who  ate  raroUed  in  FEHB  and  who  are 
involuntarily  separated  by  RIF  may  elect  to  continue  FEHB  enrollment  (for  up  to  18 
months  following  separadon)  and  pay  only  the  employee  portion  of  the  cost 

A  post  closure  hiring  preference  will  also  be  afforded  employees  adversely 
affected  base  closures.  They  will  be  given  the  right  of  first  refusal  for  jobs  created 
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award  of  contracts  to  prepare  the  base  for  closure  or  to  maintain  the  base  after 
closure.  En^loyees  will  be  notified  of  skills  required  by  the  contractor  and  will  apply 
directly  to  the  contractor. 

Activities  expecting  major  reductions  may  request  Voluntary  Early  Retirement 
Authority  (VERA)  from  0PM.  Eligible  employees  (those  50  years  of  age  with  20 
years  of  SCTvice  or  those  with  25  years  of  service  at  any  age)  may  be  offered  this 
opportunity.  Additionally,  VERA  may  be  expanded  to  non-downsizing  organizations 
to  create  vacancies  for  other  en^loyees  scheduled  for  separation. 

Hnally,  separation  pay  incentives  may  be  sq>proved  by  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  be  used  at  activities  that  are  downsizing  or  at  activities  that  are 
not  downsizing,  but  where  vacancies  could  be  created  to  place  employees  who  would 
otherwise  be  separated.  The  incentives  or  bonuses  are  to  be  used  for  targeted  surplus 
occupations,  grades  and  locations.  The  incentives  are  lump  sum  bonuses  up  to  $25,000 
for  employees  who  resign,  or  who  elect  early  retirement  or  regular  (optiontd) 
retirement  These  incentives  may  not  be  offered  in  the  final  stage  of  base  closure  but 
may  be  used  in  earlio*  phases. 

Tools  to  Help  Commanders  Close  Bases 

The  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  has  the  author!^  to  waive  dual 
compensation  restrictions  for  retired  military  memb^  or  civilians  hired  at  closing 
bases  to  fill  critical  positions.  The  waivers  can  only  be  granted  for  temporary 
appointments  at  bases  within  two  years  of  their  scheduled  closure  dates. 

Job  swaps  allow  Commanders  to  staff  critical  jobs  at  closing  bases  and  create 
placement  opportunities  for  employees  who  would  othowise  be  separated.  Job  swaps 
are  an  exception  to  the  Priority  Placement  PrograriL  Employees  at  closing  bases  may 
sw^  jobs  with  employees  at  non-closing  bases  who  are,  or  will  soon  be  eligible  for 
retirement  (including  discontinued  service  retirement).  Job  swaps  may  be  authorized 
only  when  the  position  at  the  closing  base  has  been  specifically  identified  as  critical 
and  continuing  (one  year  or  more)  and  the  swap  has  been  approved  by  the  supervisors 
of  both  employees.  This  provision  may  also  be  used  to  fill  vacant  critical  positions  at 
a  closing  installation. 

Generally,  employees  at  closing  bases  are  eligible  for  unlimited  annual  leave 
accrual  (elimination  of  the  240  hour  cap).  However,  employees  at  a  realigning  base 
who  work  for  an  activity  not  impacted  by  the  realignment  are  not  eligible  (i.e., 
employees  at  the  realigning  base  whose  activity  will  continue  in  the  same  location  after 
realignment  are  not  eligible). 
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Appendices 


Appendix  A 

Public  Law  101-510,  as  amended 


PROVISIONS  OF  LAW  RELATING  TO  BASE 
CLOSURES  AND  REALIGNMENTS 

(as  amended  through  PXi.  102— 590j  December  31, 1092) 


1.  DEFENSE  BASE  CLOSURE  AND  REALIGNMENT  ACT  OF 
1990  AND  RELATED  PROVISIONS 

(Title  yyry  of  PX.  lOl-SlO,  «ppiw«d  Noe.  B,  1990, 10  U,S.C.  2687  note) 

TITLE  XXIX— DEFENSE  BASE  CT.OSURES  AND 
REALIGNMENTS 

Part  A— Defense  Base  Closure  and  Reaugnment  Commission 

SBC.  2901.  short  TITLE  AND  PURPOSE 

(a)  Short  Title. — ^This  part  may  be  cited  as  the  "Defense  Base 

Closure  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990".^  ^  .j  r  • 

(b)  Purpose. — ^The  purpose  of  this  part  is  to  provide  a  fair 
process  that  will  result  in  the  timely  closure  and  realignment  of 
military  installations  inside  the  United  States. 

SEC.  2902.  TEE  COMMISSION 

(a)  Establishment. — ^There  is  established  an  independent  com¬ 
mission  to  he  known  as  the  "Defense  Base  Closure  and  Reahgn- 

ment  Commission”.  j  i.- 

(b)  Duties. — ^The  C!ommission  shall  cany  out  the  duties  spea- 

fied  for  it  in  this  part.  ,  „ ,  j  /• 

(c)  Appointment. — (IXA)  The  Commission  shah  be  composed  oi 
eight  members  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advise 

and  consent  of  the  Senate.  . 

(B)  The  President  shell  traLnsmit  to  the  Senete  the  nominations 

for  appointment  to  the  Commission— 

(i)  by  no  later  than  January  3,  1991,  in  the  case  of  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Commission  whose  terms  will  expire  at  the  end  of 
the  first  session  of  the  102nd  Congress; 

(ii)  by  no  later  than  January  25,  1993,  in  tte  case  of  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Commission  whose  terms  will  expire  at  the  end  of 
the  first  session  ofthe  103rd  Congress;  and 

(iii)  by  no  later  than  January  3, 1995,  in  the  case  of  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  CJommission  whose  terms  vrill  expire  at  the  end  of 
the  first  session  of  the  104th  Congress. 

(C)  If  the  President  does  not  transmit  to  Congress  the  nomma- 
tions  for  appointment  to  the  (Commission  on  or  ^fore  the  date 
specified  for  1993  in  clause  (ii)  of  subparagraph  (B)  »  for  W95  in 
dause  (iii)  of  such  subparagraph,  the  process  by  which  mihtary  m- 
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Sk.  2902  1990  BASE  aOSURE  AJO  REAUOWMEWT  ACT _ 2 

stallfttions  may  be  selected  for  closure  or  realignment  under  this 
part  with  respect  to  that  year  shall  be  terminated. 

(2)  In  selecting  individuals  for  nominations  for  appointments  to 
the  Commission,  the  President  should  consult  with— 

(A)  the  Sp^cr  of  the  House  of  Representatives  concern¬ 
ing  ibt  appointment  of  two  members: 

(B)  the  m^ority  leader  of  the  oenate  concerning  the  ap- 

penntment  of  two  members;  .  ^  ^  ^ 

(C)  the  minori^  leader  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
concerning  the  appomtment  of  one  member;  and 

(D)  the  minority  leader  of  the  Senate  concerning  the  aph 

pointment  of  one  member.  .  ^ 

(3)  At  the  time  the  President  nominates  individuals  for  ap¬ 
pointment  to  the  Commission  for  each  session  of  Congress  referr^ 
to  in  paiagraph  (IXB),  the  President  shall  desigimte  one  such  indi¬ 
vidual  who  shall  serve  as  Chairman  of  the  Commission. 

(d)  Terms.— <1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2),  each 
member  of  the  Commission  shall  serve  until  the  adjournment  of 
Congress  sine  die  for  the  session  during  which  the  member  was  ap¬ 
pointed  to  the  Commission. 

(2)  The  Chairman  of  the  Commission  shall  serve  until  the  con¬ 
firmation  of  a  successor.  ,  ,  .  i 

(e)  Meetings.— (1)  The  Commission  shall  meet  only  dunng  cal- 

endw  years  1991, 1^3,  and  1995.  . 

(2XA)  Each  meeting  of  the  Commission,  other  than  meetings  in 
which  classified  information  is  to  be  discussed,  shall  be  open  to  the 

public.  1- 

(B)  All  the  proceedings,  information,  and  deliberations  of  the 
Commission  shaU  be  open,  upon  request,  to  the  fbnowing: 

(i)  The  Chairman  and  the  ranking  minority  party  member 
of  the  S\:bcommittee  on  Readiness,  Sustainalnlity,  and  Support 
of  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate,  or  such 
other  members  of  the  Siibcommittee  designated  by  suoi  Chair¬ 
man  or  ranking  minority  party  member. 

(ii)  The  Clmrman  and  the  ranking  minority  party  member 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Military  Installations  and  Facilities  of 
the  Committee  on  Ajrmed  Services  of  the  House  of  Itep- 
resentatives,  or  such  other  members  of  t^  Subcommittee  des¬ 
ignated  W  such  Chairman  or  ranking  minority  party  member. 

(iii)  ’ine  Chairmen  and  ranking  minority  party  members  of 

the  Subcommittees  on  Military  Construction  of  the  Committees 
on  Appropriatione  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of  ^p* 
lesentatives,  or  such  other  members  of  the  Subcommittees  des¬ 
ignated  by  such  Chairmen  or  ranking  mmority  party  members. 
(Q  Vacjancies. — A  vacancy  in  the  Commission  snail  in 

the  same  manner  as  the  original  appointment,  but  the  indiridual 
appointed  to  fill  the  vacancy  shall  serve  only  for  the  unexpired  por¬ 
tion  of  the  term  for  which  the  individual’s  predecessor  was  ap- 

Pay  and  Travel  Expenses.— (IXA)  Each  member,  other 
than  the  Chairman,  shall  be  paid  at  a  rate  equal  to  Ae  daily  equw- 
alent  of  the  minimum  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  payable  for  level  rv 
of  the  Executive  Schedule  under  section  5315  of  title  5,  Urat^ 
States  Code,  for  each  day  (including  travel  time)  during  which  the 
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member  is  engs^ed  in  the  actual  performance  of  duties  vested  in 
the  Commission. 

(B)  The  Chaizman  shall  be  paid  for  each  day  referred  to  in  sul> 
paragraph  (A)  at  a  rate  equal  to  the  daily  equivalent  of  the  mini¬ 
mum  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  payable  for  level  HI  of  the  Elxecutive 
Schedule  imder  section  5314  of  title  5,  United  States  Code. 

(2)  Members  shall  receive  travel  ei^nses,  including  per  diem 
in  lieu  of  subsistence,  in  accordance  with  sections  5702  and  5703 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code. 

(h)  Director  op  Staff.— (1)  The  Commission  shall,  without 
gard  to  section  5311(b)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  aj^int  a  Di¬ 
rector  who  has  not  served  on  active  duty  in  the  Armed  Forces  or 
as  a  civilian  employee  of  the  Department  of  Defense  during  the 
one-year  period  preceding  the  date  of  sudi  appointment. 

(2)  The  Director  shall  be  paid  at  the  rate  of  basic  pay  payable 
for  level  IV  of  the  Executive  Schedule  imder  section  6315  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code. 

(i)  Staff. — (1)  Subject  to  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3),  the  Director, 
with  the  approval  of  the  Commission,  may  appoint  and  fix  the  pay 
of  additional  personnel. 

(2)  The  Director  may  make  such  appointments  without  regpd 
to  the  provisions  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  governing  appoint¬ 
ments  in  the  competitive  service,  and  any  personnel  so  appointed 
may  be  paid  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  chapter  51  and 
subchapter  III  of  chapter  63  of  that  title  relating  to  classification 
and  General  Schedule  pay  rates,  except  that  an  individual  so  ap¬ 
pointed  may  not  receive  pay  in  excess  of  the  annual  rate  of  basic 
pay  payable  for  G&-18  of  the  General  Schedule. 

(3XA)  Not  more  than  one-third  of  the  personnd  employed  by 
or  detailed  to  the  Commission  may  be  on  detail  firom  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense. 

(BXi)  Not  more  than  one-fifth  of  the  professional  anal3^ts  of 
the  Commission  staff  may  be  persons  detailed  firom  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  to  the  Commission. 

(ii)  No  person  detailed  from  the  Department  of  Defense  to  the 
Commission  may  be  assigned  as  the  lead  professional  analyst  with 
respect  to  a  militaiy  department  or  defense  agency. 

(C)  A  person  may  not  be  detailed  firom  the  Department  of  D^ 
fense  to  the  Commission  if,  within  12  months  before  the  detail  is 
to  begin,  that  person  participated  personally  and  substantially  in 
any  matter  witnin  the  department  of  Defense  roncerning  the  prep¬ 
aration  of  recommendations  for  dosxires  or  realignments  of  miutaiy 
installations. 

(D)  No  member  of  the  Armed  Forces,  and  no  ofBcer  or  em¬ 
ployee  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  may— 

(i)  prepare  any  report  concerning  the  effectiveness,  fitness, 
or  efficiency  of  the  performance  on  the  staff  of  the  Commission 
of  any  person  detailed  firom  the  Department  of  Defense  to  that 
staff; 

(ii)  review  the  preparation  of  such  a  report;  or 

(iii)  approve  or  disapprove  such  a  report. 

(4)  Upon  request  of  the  Director,  the  head  of  any  Federal  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  may  detail  any  of  the  personnel  of  that  departs 
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ment  or  agency  to  the  CJonumesion  to  assist  the  Commission  in  car- 

rvinc  out  its  duties  under  this  part.  ,  «  . » 

(6)  The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  diall  provide 
assistance,  induing  the  detailing  of  employe,  to  toe  UMmmssion 
in  accordance  with  an  agreement  entered  into  with  toe  Cammis- 


(6)  The  following  restrictions  relating  to  the  personnel  of  the 
Commission  shall  apply  during  1992  and  19W:  ^ 

(A)  There  may  not  be  more  than  16  persons  on  toe  staff 
at  any  one  tixne. 

(B)  The  staff  may  perform  only  such  functions  as  arc  nw- 

essary  to  prepare  for  the  transition  to  new  membership  on  the 
Commission  in  the  following  year.  i  _r 

(C)  No  member  of  the  Armed  Forces  and  no  employee  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  may  serve  on  the  staff. 

(1)  Other  AirraoRnr. — (1)  The  Commission  may  procure  by 
contract,  to  the  extent  funds  are  available,  the  temporary  or  in^ 
mittent  services  of  experts  or  consultants  pursuant  to  section  3109 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code. 

(2)  The  Commission  may  lease  snaoe  and  acquire  personal 

property  to  the  extent  funds  are  available.  .  ^  ^ 

(k)  Funding.— (1)  There  are  authonaed  to  be  approi«riated  to 
the  Commission  such  funds  as  are  necessary  to  c^  out  its 
imder  this  part.  Such  funds  shall  remain  available  imbl  exj^ded. 

(2)  If  no  are  appropriated  to  the  Commission  by  tl«  rad 
of  the  second  session  of  toe  101st  Congress,  the  Secretary  rf  D^ 
fense  may  transfer,  for  fiscal  year  1991,  to  the  Commission  ^ds 
fi-om  the  Department  of  Defense  Base  Closure  Account  e^bhsh^ 
by  section  207  of  Public  Law  100-526.  Such  funds  shall  remain 

available  until  expended.  . 

0)  Terndnation.— The  Commission  shall  terminate  on  Decem¬ 
ber  31, 1995.  ^ 

(m)  Prohibition  Against  Restricting  Cormunications. — 
Section  1034  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  shall  apply  with  re¬ 
spect  to  communications  with  the  Commission. 

SEC.  2903.  PROCEDURE  FOR  MAKING  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  BASE 
CLokjRES  AND  REAUGENMENTS 
(a)  Force-Structure  Plan.— (1)  As  part  of  the  budget 
tification  documents  submitted  to  Congress  m  suraort  of  toe  budg¬ 
et  for  toe  Department  of  Defense  for  eato  of  toe  fiscd  ye^  1992, 
1994,  and  1^,  toe  Secretary  shall  include  a  forc^stn^ure  plan 
for  toe  Armed  Forces  based  on  an  asses^ent  by  tr»  Secretary  of 


uiauc  auu  WA  — - - - - ^ 

for  national  defense  purposes  during  such  period. 

(2)  Such  plan  shall  include,  vritoout  any  referrare  (directly  or 
indirectly)  to  military  installations  inside  the  United  States  that 
may  be  closed  or  realigned  imder  such  plan—  ,  *  . 

(A)  a  description  of  toe  assessment  referred  to  m  para- 

description  (i)  of  the  anticipated  force  structure  dim¬ 
ing  and  at  toe  end  of  each  such  period  for  each  milita^  deparb 
ment  (with  specifications  of  the  number  and  type  of  umts  in 
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the  active  and  reserve  forces  of  wch 

of  the  units  that  wiU  need  to  be  forward  based  (wigi  a  jm- 
tification  thereof)  during  and  at  the  end  of  each  such  penod, 

(C)  a  description  of  the  anticipated  implementation  of  such 

(3)^fsSe^*3iall  also  transmit  a  copy  of  each  such  force- 

structure  plun  to  the  Cominissioii.  ^  .  v  n  w** 

(b)  SECTION  Ckiteria.— <1)  The 
than  December  31, 1990,  publish  in  the  Feder^  Register 
i^to^e  congressional  defense  commt^  the 
to  be  used  by  the  Department  of  Defe^ 
ommendations  for  the  closure  or  reahp™®^ 
tions  inside  the  United  States  under  this  part.  The  Sea^^s^ 

ommendations  for  the  closure  or  reahgnment  rf  mihtery  insola¬ 
tions  inside  the  United  States  P^' 

in  Bubnarasraoh  (B),  such  cntena  shall  be  the  final  OTtena  to  be 
used,  Song^^th  the  force-strwtipe  plan  refen*d  to  “ 

(a),  in  making  such  recommendations 

resolution  of  Congress  enacted  on  or  before  Mar^  16, 1^1.  , 

fB)  liie  Sectary  may  amend  such  cntena,  but  su<m  amena 
ments  may  not  become  eflwtive  until  Aey  have  P^V^J?  30 
the  Federal  Register,  opened  to  public  eonment  fw  at  least  30 
days  and  then  transmitted  to  the  congressioi^  defense  comO^ 
te^’in  final  form  by  no  later  than  January  15  of  the  y^r  cm- 
cerned.  Such  amended  criteria  shall  be  the  final 
along  with  the  force-structure  plan  referred  to  in  “ 

making  such  recommendations  unless  isapproved  tea  jcant  reso- 
^ni^ss  enacted  on  or  before  February  16  of  the  year 

conceing^D  recommendations.-(1)  The  Secra^  may.  by  no 
later  than  April  15,  1991,  March  15,  1993,  and  March  15,  1995, 
publish  in  the  Federal  Register  and  transmit  to 
defense  committees  and  to  the  Commission  a  hst  of  the  military  in 
stellatioSnSdTthrUnited  States  that  the  Searetary  recommends 
fOT  cfosure  or  reahgnment  m  the 

and  the  final  criteria  referred  to  in  subsection  (bX2)  that  are  appu 
^^/^eCTctary  shall  indude,  with  the  list  of  re^ 

ommendations  pubhshed  and  transmitted  pursuant  to  parapa^ 
(1),  a  summary*^  of  the  selection  process  that 

ommendation  for  each  installation,  including  a  justification  for  each 

recommencfo^ering  militaiy  installations  for  dosiw  or  reahgn¬ 
ment  the  Secretary  shall  consider  aU  mihtaty  instollaUons 
the  United  States  equally  without  regard  to  whetoer  the  install^ 
tion  has  been  previously  considered  or  proposed  for  dosure  or  re¬ 
ahgnment  by  the  Department. 
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(4)  In  addition  to  Tnalrin^  all  information  used  the  Secretary 
to  prepare  the  recommendations  under  this  subsection  available  to 
Congress  (induding  any  committee  or  member  of  Congress),  the 
Secretary  shall  also  make  such  information  available  to  the  Com¬ 
mission  and  the  Comptroller  General  of  tiie  United  States. 

(5XA)  Eadi  person  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (B),  when  sub¬ 
mitting  information  to  the  Secretary  of  Dmense  or  the  Commission 
concerning  the  dosure  or  realignment  of  a  military  installation, 
shall  certify  tiiat  such  ii^ormation  is  accurate  and  complete  to  the 
best  of  that  person’s  knowledge  and  belief. 

(B)  Subpm^raph  (A)  applies  to  the  fiillowing  persons: 

(i)  The  Secretaries  of  the  militaxy  departoents. 

(ii)  The  heads  of  the  Defense  Agendes. 

(iii)  Eadi  person  who  is  in  a  position  the  duties  of  which 
include  personal  and  substantial  mvdvement  in  the  prepara¬ 
tion  and  stdmiission  of  information  and  recommendations  con¬ 
cerning  the  dosure  or  realigiment  of  military  installations,  as 
designated  in  regulations  which  the  Secretai^  of  Defense  shall 
prescribe,  regulations  which  the  Secretary  at  each  militaxy  de¬ 
partment  diall  prescribe  for  persoimd  within  that  military  de¬ 
partment,  or  regulations  which  the  head  of  each  Defense  Agen¬ 
cy  shall  prescribe  for  persomiel  within  that  Defense  Agen<y. 

(6)  In  the  case  of  any  ixrformation  provided  to  the  Commission 

by  a  person  described  in  paragraph  (5)(B),  the  Commission  drall 
submit  that  information  to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  to  be  made  available  to  the  Members  of  the  House  con¬ 
cerned  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  that  House.  The  information 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives 
within  24  hours  after  the  submission  of  tixe  information  to  the 
Commission.  Tbe  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  prescribe  r^ulations 
to  ensure  the  compliance  of  the  Commission  with  this  paragraph. 

(d)  R£mew  and  Recommendations  by  the  Commission.-K1) 
After  recd'v'ing  tiie  recommendations  firom  the  Secretary  pursuant 
to  subsection  (c)  for  any  year,  the  Commission  shall  conduct  public 
hearings  on  the  recommendations. 

(2XA)  The  Commission  shall,  by  no  later  than  July  1  of  eadi 
year  in  which  the  Secretary  transmits  recommendations  to  it  pur¬ 
suant  to  subsection  (c),  transmit  to  the  President  a  report  contain¬ 
ing  the  Commission’s  findings  and  condusions  based  on  a  review 
and  analysis  of  the  recommendations  made  by  the  Secretary,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  Commission’s  recommendations  for  dosxires  and 
realignments  of  militaxy  installations  inside  the  United  States. 

(5)  Subject  to  subparagraph  (C),  in  making  its  rec¬ 
ommendations,  the  Commission  may  make  changes  in  any  of  the 
recommendations  made  by  the  Secretary  if  the  Commission  deter¬ 
mines  that  the  Secretary  deviated  substantially  firom  the  force- 
structure  plan  and  final  criteria  referred  to  in  subsection  (cXD  in 
making  recommendations. 

(C)  In  the  case  of  a  change  described  in  subparagraph  (D)  in 
the  recommendations  made  by  the  Secretary,  the  Commission  may 
make  the  change  only  if  the  Commissioit — 

(i)  makes  the  determination  required  by  subparagraph  (B); 

(ii)  determines  that  the  change  is  consistent  with  the  force- 
structure  plan  and  final  criteria  referred  to  in  subsection  (cXD; 
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(iii)  publishes  a  notice  of  the  proposed  change  m  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register  not  less  than  30  days  before  transnutting  its  rec¬ 
ommendations  to  the  President  pursi^t  to  paragraph  (2);  and 

(iv)  conducts  public  hearings  on  the  propose  cMnge. 

(D)  Subparagraph  (C)  shall  apply  to  a  diange  by  the  CJommis- 
sion  in  the  Secretary’s  reconunendations  t^t  ^ 

(i)  add  a  military  installation  to  the  hst  of  military  instal 
lations  recommended  by  the  Secretary  for  dosi^; 

(ii)  add  a  military  installation  to  the  list  of  mihtary  instal¬ 
lations  recommended  by  the  Secretary  for  reahgnment;  ot  .. 

(iii)  increase  the  extent  of  a  realignment  of  a  particular 
military  installation  recommended  by  the  Secretaj^. 

(3)  The  Commission  shsdl  explain  and  justify  in  ite  report  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  President  pursuant  to  Mragraph  (2)  My 
ommendation  made  by  the  Commission  that  is 
recommendations  made  by  the  Secretary  pursuMt  to  sjmse^on  (c). 
The  Commission  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  mic*  report  to  theron- 
eressional  defense  committees  on  the  same  date  on  which  it  t^s- 
mits  its  recommendations  to  the  President  under  paragraph  (2). 

(4)  After  July  1  of  each  year  in  which  the  Commiesion  trans¬ 
mits  recommendations  to  the  President  under  this  subsecfaon,  toe 
Commission  shall  promptly  provide,  upon  reques^  to  My  Member 
of  Congress  information  used  by  toe  Commission  in  making  its  rec- 

ommen^tions^  oiler  United  States  didl— 

(A)  assist  toe  Commission,  to  toe  extent  requested,  in  toe 
Commission’s  review  Md  analysis  rf  toe  r^mmendations 
made  by  the  Secretary  pursuMt  to  subsection  (c);  and 

(B)  by  no  later  toM  April  16  of  each  year  in  wtoch  toe  Sec¬ 
retary  makes  such  recommendations,  transmit  to  toe  ConCTess 
and  to  toe  Ckimmission  a  report  containing  a  detailed  analysis 
of  the  Secretary’s  recommendations  Md  sdectipn  P«>«ss. 

(e)  Review  by  the  Presidekt.— (1)  The  Prudent  shall,  by  no 
later  toM  July  15  of  each  year  in  which  the  Commisaon  makes 
recommendations  under  subsection  (d),  tr^mit  to  toe  Commisaon 
and  to  the  Congress  a  report  containing  the  Presidents  approval  or 

disapproval  of  toe  Commission’s  reco^endations. 

(2)  If  the  ]|^sident  approves  all  toe  recommendations  m  toe 
Commission,  the  President  shall  toansnut  a 
ommendations  to  the  Congress,  together  vnth  a  certification  of  such 

appiwal.^  toe  President  disapproves  the  recommendations  of  toe 
Commission,  io  whole  or  in  part,  toe  President  shaR  taM^t  to 
toe  Ckmimission  Md  the  Congress  toe  reason^or  ^t 
The  Commission  shall  then  transmit  to  the  President,  by  no  later 
toon  August  15  of  toe  year  concerned,  ® 

ommendMons  for  toe  closure  Md  reahgnment  of  mihtary  installa- 

If  toe  President  approves  all  of  the  revised  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  toe  Commission  transmitted  to  the  President 
M^r  paragraph  (3),  toe  President  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  such 
revised  recommendations  to  toe  Congress,  together  with  a  cer¬ 
tification  of  such  approval. 
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(5)  If  the  President  does  not  transmit  to  the  Congress  an  ap- 
proTid  and  certification  described  in  paragraph  (2)  or  (4)  by  Sep¬ 
tember  1  of  any  year  in  which  the  Commission  has  transmittM  rec¬ 
ommendations  to  the  President  under  this  part,  the  process  by 
which  militara  installationB  may  be  selected  ^  closure  or  realign¬ 
ment  under  this  part  with  respect  to  that  year  shall  be  terminatM  . 

SEC.  2904.  CLOSURE  AND  BEAUGNMENT  OF  MIUTABT  INSTALLA¬ 
TIONS 

(a)  In  General. — Subject  to  subsecticm  (b),  tiie  Secretary 
shall"-* 

(1)  dose  all  military  installations  recommended  for  dosure 
by  the  Commission  in  each  report  transmitted  to  the  Congress 

the  President  pursuant  to  section  2903(e); 

(2)  realign  all  military  installations  recommended  for  re¬ 
alignment  by  such  Cormnission  in  each  such  report 

(3)  initiate  all  sudi  closures  and  realignments  no  later 
than  two  years  after  the  date  on  whidi  the  President  transmits 
a  report  to  the  Congress  pursuant  to  section  2903(e)  containing 
the  recommendations  for  such  dosures  or  realignments;  and 

(4)  complete  all  such  closures  and  reahgmnents  no  later 
than  the  end  of  the  six-year  period  beginning  on  the  date  on 
which  the  President  transmits  the  report  pursuant  to  section 
2903(e)  containing  the  recommendations  for  such  dosures  or 
realignments. 

(b)  (^NGRESSIONAL  DISAPPROVAL.— (1)  The  Secretary  may  not 
carry  out  any  dosure  or  realignment  recommended  1^  the  Commis¬ 
sion  in  a  rep^  transmitted  mm  the  President  pursuant  to  section 
2903(e)  if  a  joint  resolution  is  enacted,  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  2908,  disapproving  sudi  recommendations  of  the 
Commission  before  the  earlier  of— 

(A)  the  end  of  the  45-day  period  beginning  on  the  date  on 
which  the  President  transmits  such  repo^  or 

(B)  the  adjournment  of  Congress  sine  die  for  the  session 
during  which  such  report  is  transmitted. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  and  sub¬ 
sections  (a)  and  (c)  of  seraon  2908,  the  days  on  which  either  House 
of  Congress  is  not  in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more 
than  three  days  to  a  day  certain  shall  be  exduded  in  the  com¬ 
putation  of  a  period. 

SEC.  2905.  IMPLEMENTATION 

(a)  In  General. — (1)  In  closing  or  realigning  any  military  in¬ 
stallation  under  this  part,  the  Secretary  may — 

(A)  take  such  actions  as  may  be  necessary  to  dose  or  re¬ 
align  any  military  installation,  induding  the  acquisition  of 
sum  land,  the  construction  of  sudi  replacement  fodlities,  the 
performance  of  such  activities,  and  the  conduct  of  such  advance 
planning  and  design  as  may  be  required  to  transfer  functions 
from  a  military  installation  being  dosed  or  realigned  to  an¬ 
other  military  installation,  and  may  use  for  such  purpose  funds 
in  the  Account  or  funds  appropriate  to  the  Depa^ment  of  De¬ 
fense  for  use  in  plaiuiing  and  design,  minor  construction,  or  op¬ 
eration  and  maintenance; 

(B)  provide — 
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(i)  economic  acHustment  assistance  to  any  community 

located  near  a  military  installation  being  dosed  or  re¬ 
aligned,  and  ^  . . 

(ii)  community  planning  assistance  to  any  commumty 
located  near  a  military  installation  to  which  functions  mU 
be  transferred  as  a  result  of  the  dosure  or  reahgnment  of 

a  military  installation,  ^  *  xv  ^  •  i  _ 

if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  the  &iancial  re¬ 
sources  available  to  the  community  (by  grant  or  otherwise)  for 
such  purposes  are  inadequate,  and  may  use  for  suA  pisses 
funds  in  the  Account  or  funds  appropriated  to  the  Department 
of  Defense  for  economic  adjustment  assistance  or  commumty 

planning  assistance;  .  , 

(C)  cany  out  activities  for  the  purposes  of  environments 
restoration  and  mitigation  at  any  such  installation,  and  shall 
use  for  such  purposes  funds  in  the  Account; 

(D)  provide  outplacement  assistance  to  dvilian  employes 
employed  by  the  Department  of  Defense  at  military  mstalla- 
tions  being  dosed  or  realigned,  and  may  use  for  s^  pi^se 
funds  in  toe  Account  or  funds  appropriated  to  the  Department 
of  Defense  for  outplacement  assistance  to  emplcyees;  and 

(E)  reimburse  other  Federal  agendes  for  actions  performed 
at  the  request  of  the  Secretary  with  respect  to  My  such 

or  realignment,  and  may  use  for  such  purpose  funM  to  the  Ac¬ 
count  or  funds  appropriated  to  the  Departanent  of  Defense  and 
available  for  such  purpose.  j  *v 

(2)  In  carrying  out  any  closure  or  realignment  under  this  part, 
the  Secretary  shal  ensure  that  environmental  restoration  any 
property  made  excess  to  the  needs  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
as  a  result  of  such  closure  or  realignment  be  carried  out  as  soon 
as  possible  with  funds  available  for  such  purpose. 

(b)  Management  and  Disposal  op  Propertt.— (1)  The  Adn^- 
istrator  of  General  Services  shall  delegate  to  the  Sewetaiy  of  De 
fense,  wiA  respect  to  excess  and  surmus  real  property  and  mah* 
ties  located  at  a  militaiy  installation  dosed  or  reahgned  under  this 


(A)  the  authority  of  the  Administrator  to  utilire  excess 

property  under  section  202  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Admin¬ 
istrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (40  U.S.C.  483);  «  i 

(B)  the  authority  of  the  Administrator  to  dispose  of  surplus 
property  under  section  203  of  that  Act  (40  U.S.C.  484); 

(C)  the  authority  of  the  Administrator  to  grant  approves 
and  make  determinations  under  section  13(g)  of  the  Surplus 
Property  Act  of  1944  (50  U.S.C.  App.  1622(g));  and 

(D)  the  authority  of  the  Admimstrator  to  determine  the 
availability  of  excess  or  surolus  prop^  for  wildlife  c^ 
servation  purposes  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  May  19,  194o 
(10  XJ  S  C  00 vh} 

(2)(A)  Subject  to  subparagraph  (C),  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  4ercise  toe  authority  delegated  to  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 

paragraph  (1)  in  accordance  with —  ,  ,  ,  « xt  *  * 

^  ^  (i)  all  regulations  in  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 

this  Act  governing  the  utilization  of  excess  property  and  toe 
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disposal  of  sorplus  property  under  the  Federal  Prop«1y  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949;  Md 

(ii)  all  regulations  in  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  Act  governing  the  conveyance  and  disposal  of  property 
under  section  13(g)  of  the  Surplus  Plroperty  Act  of  1944  (50 
U5.C. App.  1622(g)).  _  ^  ^ 

(B)  The  Secretary,  after  consulting  vnlh  the  Administrator  of 
Gener^  Services,  may  issue  regulations  that  are  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  ^  ' - - r  _..*T - - m 


include  the  authority  to  prescribe  general  pouoes  and  methods  for 
vt^liging  excess  property  and  disposing  of  surplus  property. 

(D)  The  Seo^tary  of  Defense  may  transfer  real  j^perty  or  fa¬ 
cilities  located  at  a  military  installation  to  be  dosed  or  realigned 
under  this  part,  vrith  or  without  reimbursement,  to  a  military  de¬ 
partment  or  other  entity  (induding  a  nonappropriated  fund  instru¬ 
mentality)  within  the  Department  of  Defense  or  the  Coast  Guard. 

(E)  Before  any  action  may  be  taken  with  respect  to  the  dispo^ 
of  any  surplus  real  property  or  fadlity  locat^  at  any  military  in¬ 
stallation  to  oe  closM  or  realigned  under  this  part,  the  Secretoy 
of  Defense  shaD  consult  with  the  Governor  of  the  State  and  the 
heads  of  the  local  governments  concerned  for  the  purpose  of  consid¬ 
ering  any  plan  for  the  use  of  such  property  by  the  low  community 
concerned. 

(c)  Appucabiuty  of  National  ENvraoNMENTAL  Poucy  Act 
OF  1969.-^1)  The  provisions  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  of  1969  (42  U.S.C.  4321  et  seq.)  shall  not  apply  to  the  actions 
of  the  President,  the  Commission,  and,  except  as  provided  in  para¬ 
graph  (2),  the  Department  of  Defense  in  carrying  out  this  part. 

(2)(A)  The  provisions  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
of  1969  shall  apply  to  actions  of  the  Department  of  Defeiiw  under 
this  part  (i)  during  the  process  rf  property  dispo^,  and  (ii)  durmg 
the  process  of  rdocating  functions  from  a  mihtary^  installation 
being  closed  or  realigned  to  another  military  installation  after  the 
receiving  installation  has  been  selected  but  before  the  functions  are 

(B)  In  applying  the  provisions  of  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  of  1969  to  the  processes  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A), 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretary  of  the  military  depart¬ 
ments  concerned  shall  not  have  to  consider— 

(i)  tiie  need  for  closing  or  realigning  the  military  installa¬ 
tion  which  has  been  recommended  for  closure  or  realignment 
by  the  Commission; 

(ii)  the  need  for  transferring  functions  to  any  military  m- 
stallation  which  has  been  selected  as  the  receiving  installation; 


(iii)  mUitaxy  installations  alternative  to  those  rec¬ 
ommended  or  selected. 

(3)  A  civil  action  for  judicial  review,  with  respect  to  any  ^ 
quirement  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  to  the 
extent  such  Act  is  applicable  under  paragraph  (2),  of  any  act  or 
failure  to  act  by  the  Department  of  Defense  during  the  closing,  i^ 
aligning,  or  relocating  of  functions  referred  to  in  clauses  (i)  and  (ii) 
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of  paragraph  (2XA),  may  not  be  brought  more  than  €0  days  after 

the  date  of  Budh  act  or  failure  to  act. 

(d)  Waiver.— The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  close  or  realign 
military  installations  under  this  part  ^thout  regard  ^  j  r 

(1)  any  provision  of  law  restricting  the  use  m  iimds  for 

dosing  or  reahgning  mili^  installations  induded  in  any  ap¬ 
propriations  or  authorization  Act;  and  ^  _  j 

(2)  sections  2662  and  2^7  of  title  10,  Umted  States  Code. 


SEC.  2906.  ACCOUNT  u  i_ 

(a)  In  General. — (1)  There  is  hereby  established  on  the 
of  the  Tr^sury  an  account  to  be  known  as  the  ‘^partment  of  1^ 
fense  Base  Closure  Account  1990”  which  shall  be  administered  by 
the  Secretary  as  a  single  account. 

(2)  There  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Account-- 

(A)  fimds  authorized  for  and  appropriated  to  the  Account; 

(B)  any  funds  that  the  Secret^  may,  subject  to  apmoval 
in  an  appropriation  Act,  transfer  to  the  Account  from  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  to  the  Depaifrnent  of  Defense  for  any  pmrpos^  ex¬ 
cept  that  such  funds  may  be  transfenwd  only  after  the  date  on 
which  the  Secretary  transmits  written  notice  oL  and  jus¬ 
tification  for,  such  transfer  to  the  congressional  defense  com¬ 


mittees;  and  ,  .  j,  ■  j 

(C)  except  as  provided  in  subsecbon  (d),  proceeds  received 
from  the  transfer  or  disposal  of  any  properly  at  a  military  in¬ 
stallation  dosed  or  realigned  under  this  part. 

(b)  Use  of  Funds. — (1)  The  Secretary  may  use  the  funds  m  the 
Account  only  for  the  purposes  described  in  section  2905(a). 

(2)  When  a  dedsion  is  made  to  use  funds  in  the  Axxjomit  to 
carry  out  a  construction  project  under  section  2905(a)  and  the  TOst 
of  the  project  will  exceed  the  maximum  amount  authori^  by  law 
for  a  minor  military  construction  project,  the  Secretary  shall  notify 
in  writing  the  congressional  defense  committees  of  the  nature  of, 
and  justification  for,  the  project  and  the  amount  of  expenditures  for 
such  project.  Any  such  construction  project  may  be  earned  out 
without  regard  to  section  2802(a)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 

(c)  Reports.— (1)  No  later  than  60  days  after  the  end  of  each 
fiscal  year  in  which  the  Secretary  carries  out  activities  uiider  ttes 
part,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  report  to  the  ron^ssional  de¬ 
fense  committees  of  the  amount  and  nature  of  the  deposits  mto, 
and  the  eiroenditures  from,  the  Account  during  such  fiscal  year  arid 
of  the  amoimt  and  nature  of  other  expenditures  made  pursuant  to 

section  2905(a)  during  such  fis^  year. .  ^  ., 

(2)  Unobligated  finds  which  remain  m  the  Account  alter  the 

termination  the  Commission  shall  be  held  in  the  Accowit  until 
transferred  by  law  after  the  congressional  defense  committees  re¬ 
ceive  the  report  transmitted  under  pmagraph  (3).  _ 

(3)  No  kter  than  60  days  after  the  tenmnation  of  the  Commis¬ 

sion,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the  congressional  defense  com¬ 
mittees  a  report  containing  an  accoimting  of—  ,  ,  ,  . 

(A)  all  the  funds  deposited  mto  and  expended  from  the  Ac¬ 
count  or  otherwise  expended  under  this  part;  and 

(B)  any  amount  remaining  in  the  Account. 
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(d)  Disposal  or  Transfer  of  Coiaiissart  Stores  and  Prop- 

ERTy  Purchased  With  Nonappropriated  Praros.— (1)  If  any  real 
property  or  facility  acquired,  constructed,  or  improved  (in  whole  or 
in  part)  with  commissary  store  funds  or  nonapprcqiriated  fimds  is  . 
transferr^  or  disposed  of  in  connection  with  the  dosuie  or  reahgn- 
ment  of  a  military  installation  under  this  part,  a  portion  of  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  the  tranner  or  other  disposal  of  property  on  t^t  installa¬ 
tion  be  deposited  in  the  reserve  account  establidied  under 

section  204(bX4)(C)  of  the  Defend  Authorization  Amendments  and 
Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act  (10  U.S.C.  2687  note). 

(2)  The  amount  so  deposited  shall  be  equal  to  the  deprecuted 
value  of  the  investment  made  with  such  funds  in  the  acquisition, 
construction,  or  improvement  of  that  particular  real  property  or  fa¬ 
cility.  The  depreciah^  value  of  the  investment  shall  be  computed 
in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  Iqr  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense. 

(3)  The  Secretary  may  use  amounts  in  tiie  account  (in  such  an 
aggregate  amount  as  is  provided  in  advance  in  appn^priation  Acts) 
for  the  purpose  of  acquiring,  constructing,  and  improving— 

(A)  commissary  stores;  and 

(B)  real  property  and  facilities  for  nonappnq»iated  fund 
instrumentalities. 

(4)  As  used  in  this  subsection: 

(A)  ^e  term  "commissaiy  store  fimdsi”  means  funds  re¬ 
ceive  from  the  adjustment  of,  or  surcharge  on,  ^ling  pii^ 
at  commissaiy  stores  fixed  under  section  2685  of  title  10,  Unit¬ 
ed  States  Code. 

(B)  The  term  Nonappropriated  funds”  means  funds  re¬ 
ceive  from  a  nonappropriated  fund  instrumentality. 

(C)  The  term  Nonappropriat^  fund  instrumentality” 
means  an  instrumentality  ot  the  United  States  und^  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Armed  Forces  (induding  the  Army  and  Air  Force 
Exchange  Service,  the  Navy  Resale  and  Services  Simport  Of¬ 
fice,  and  the  Marine  Corps  exchanges)  which  is  conducted  for 
the  comfort,  pleasure,  contentment,  or  physical  or  mental  im¬ 
provement  of  members  of  the  Armed  Forces. 

(e)  Account  Exclusive  Source  of  Funds  for  Environ¬ 
mental  Restoration  Projects.— Except  for  funds  deposited  into 
the  Account  under  subsection  (a),  funds  appropriated  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  may  not  be  used  fir  purposes  described  in  sm- 
tion  2905(aXlXC).  The  prohibition  in  this  subsection  shall  expire 
upon  the  termination  of  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to  carry  out 
a  closure  or  realignment  under  this  part. 

SEC.  2907.  BEPOBT8 

As  part  of  the  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1993  and  for  each 
fiscal  year  thereafter  for  the  jDepartment  of  Defense,  the  Secretary 
ctinll  transmit  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  of 
Coii^rc8S”““ 

(1)  a  schedule  of  the  closure  and  realignment  actions  to  be 
carried  out  under  this  part  in  tiie  fiscal  year  for  whi^  the  re¬ 
quest  is  made  and  an  estimate  of  the  total  expenditures  re¬ 
quired  and  cost  savings  to  be  achieved  by  each  su<h  closure 
anti  realignment  and  of  the  time  period  in  which  these  savings 
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HTe  to  be  achieved  in  encb  case,  together  ivith  the  Secretary’s 
assessment  of  the  environmental  effects  of  such  actions;  smd^ 

(2)  a  description  of  the  xnihtary  installations,  including 
those  under  construction  and  those  planned  for  construction,  to 
which  functions  are  to  be  transferrrf  as  a  result  of  such  do- 
sures  and  realignments,  together  with  the  Secretary’s  assess¬ 
ment  of  the  environmental  effects  of  such  transfers. 

SEC.  2908.  CONGRESSIOKAL  CONSIDERATION  OF  COBilMISSlON  RE¬ 
PORT 

(a)  Terms  of  Twii:  Resolution. — For  purposes  of  section 
290^),  the  term  ‘^oint  resolution”  mearis  only  a  joint  resolution 
which  is  introduced  within  the  10-day  period  beginning  on  the  date 
on  which  Ihe  President  transmits  the  report  to  Qie  Congress  under 
section  2903(e),  and— 

(1)  which  does  not  have  a  preamble; 

(2)  the  matter  after  the  resolving  clause  of  which  is  as  fol¬ 
lows:  'That  Congress  disapproves  the  recommendations  of  the 
Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commission  as  submit¬ 
ted  by  the  President  on  ”,  the  blank  space  being  filled  in 
with  the  appropriate  date;  and 

(3)  the  title  of  which  is  as  follows:  "Joint  resolution  dis¬ 
approving  the  recommendations  of  the  Defense  Base  Closure 
and  Realignment  Commission.”. 

(b)  jb;FERRAL. — A  resolution  described  in  subsection  (a)  that  is 
introduced  in  the  House  of  Representatives  shall  be  referred^  to  the 
Committee  on  Arm^  Services  of  the  House  of  Representatives.  A 
resolution  described  in  si^section  (a)  introduced  in  the  Senate 
shall  be  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

(c)  Discharge. — If  the  committee  to  whidi  a  resolution  de¬ 
scribed  in  subsection  (a)  is  referred  has  not  reported  sudi  resolu¬ 
tion  (or  an  identical  resolution)  by  the  end  of  the  20-^y  TCriod  be¬ 
ginning  on  the  date  on  which  the  President  transmits  the  report 
to  the  Congress  under  section  2903(e),  such  committee  shall  be,  at 
the  end  of  such  period,  discharged  from  further  consideration  of 
such  resolution,  and  such  resolution  shall  be  placed  on  the  appro¬ 
priate  calendar  of  the  House  involved. 

(d)  Consideration. — (1)  On  or  after  the  third  day  after  the 
date  on  which  the  committee  to  which  such  a  resolution  is  referred 
has  reported,  or  has  been  discharged  (under  subsection  (c))  from 
further  consideration  of,  sudi  a  resolution,  it  is  in  order  (even 
though  a  previous  motion  to  the  same  effect  has  been  disagreed  to) 
for  any  bomber  of  the  resp^ive  House  to  move  to  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  the  resolution.  A  Member  may  make  the  motion 
only  on  the  day  srfler  the  calendar  day  on  whi(^  the  Member  an¬ 
nounces  to  the  House  concerned  the  Member’s  intention  to  make 
the  motion,  except  that,  in  the  case  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  the  motion  may  be  made  without  such  prior  an¬ 
nouncement  if  ^e  motion  is  made  by  direction  of  the  comnuttee  to 
which  the  resolution  was  referred.  AH  points  of  order  against  the 
resolution  (and  against  consideration  of  the  resolution)  are  waived. 
The  motion  is  highly  privileged  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  is  privileged  in  the  Senate  and  is  not  debatable.  The  motion 
is  not  subject  to  amendment,  or  to  a  motion  to  postpone,  or  to  a 
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motion  to  proceed  to  the  considMation  of  other  busmess.  A  motion 
to  reconsider  &e  vote  by  whidi  the  moticm  is  agreed  to  or  dis¬ 
agreed  to  shall  not  be  in  order.  If  a  motion  to  proceed  to  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  resolution  is  agreed  to,  the  respective  House  shall 
immediately  proceed  to  consideration  of  the  joint  resolution  without 
intervening  motion,  order,  or  other  business,  and  the  resolution 
shall  remain  the  unfinished  business  of  the  respective  House  until 
disposed  of. 

(2)  Debate  on  the  resolution,  and  on  all  debatable  motions  and 
appeals  in  connection  therewith,  shall  be  limited  to  not  more  than 
2  hours,  which  shall  be  divided  equally  between  tiiose  favoring  and 
those  opposing  the  resolution.  An  amendment  to  the  resolution  is 
not  in  oraer.  A  motion  further  to  limit  debate  is  in  order  and  not 
deniable.  A  motion  to  postpone,  or  a  motion  to  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  other  business,  or  a  motion  to  recommit  the  resolution 
is  not  in  order.  A  motion  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  whidi  the  resolu¬ 
tion  is  agreed  to  or  disagre^  to  is  not  in  order. 

(3)  Inunediately  following  the  condusion  of  the  debate  on  a  res¬ 
olution  described  in  subsection  (a)  and  a  single  quorum  call  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  debate  if  requested  in  accordance  with  the  rules 
of  the  appropriate  House,  the  vote  on  final  passage  of  the  resolu¬ 
tion  shall  occur. 

(4)  Appeals  fiem  the  dedsions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Representatives, 
as  the  case  may  be,  to  the  procedure  relating  to  a  resolution  de¬ 
scribed  in  subsection  (a)  shall  be  dedded  without  debate. 

(e)  Consideration  by  Other  House.— <1)  If;  before  the  pas¬ 
sage  by  one  House  of  a  resolution  of  that  House  described  in  sub¬ 
section  (a),  that  House  receives  firom  the  othCT  House  a  resolution 
described  in  subsection  (a),  then  the  following  procedures  shall 
apply: 

(A)  Hie  resolution  of  the  other  House  shall  not  be  referred 
to  a  committee  and  may  not  be  considered  in  the  House  receiv¬ 
ing  it  except  in  the  case  of  final  passage  as  provided  in  sub- 
paragraph  (BXii). 

(B)  With  respect  to  a  resolution  described  in  subsection  (a) 
of  the  House  receiving  the  resolution — 

(i)  the  procedure  in  that  House  shall  be  the  same  as 
if  no  resolution  had  been  received  fium  the  other  House; 
but 

(ii)  the  vote  on  final  passage  shall  be  on  the  resolution 
of  the  other  House. 

(2)  Upon  ^sposition  of  the  resolution  received  from  the  other 
House,  it  shall  no  longer  be  in  order  to  consider  the  resolution  that 
originate  in  the  receiving  House. 

(f)  Ritles  of  the  Senate  and  House.— This  section  is  enacted 
by  Congress — 

(1)  as  an  exerdse  of  the  rulemaking  power  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  ^presentatives,  respectively,  and  as  such  it  is 
deemed  a  part  of  the  rules  of  eadi  House,  respectivdy,  but  ap¬ 
plicable  only  with  respect  to  the  procedure  to  be  followed  in 
that  House  in  the  case  of  a  resolution  described  in  subsection 
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(a),  and  it  supersedes  other  rules  only  to  the  ertent  that  it  is 
inconsistent  with  such  rules;  and 

(2)  with  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional  right  of  rither 
Hoxise  to  diange  the  rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the  procedure 
of  that  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same  manner,  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any  other  rule  of  that  House. 

SEC.  290S.  RESTBlCnON  ON  OTHER  BASE  CLOSUBE  AUTHORITY 

(a)  In  General.— Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c),  during 
the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  and 
ending  on  December  31,  1995,  this  part  shall  be  the  exduave  au¬ 
thority  for  selecting  for  dosure  or  realignment,  or  for  canying  out 
any  closure  or  realignment  of,  a  military  installation  inside  the 

United  States.  ,  .  /  v 

(b)  Restriction. — ^Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c),  none  of 

the  funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Defense  may  be  used, 
other  than  under  this  part,  during  the  period  specified  in  sub¬ 
section  (a>—  ^ 

(1)  to  identify,  through  any  transmittal  to  the  Congress  or 
through  any  other  public  announcement  or  notification,  smy 
militaiy  installation  inside  the  United  States  as  an  installation 
to  be  closed  or  realigned  or  as  an  installation  under  consider¬ 
ation  for  closure  or  realignment;  or 

(2)  to  carry  out  any  dosure  or  realignment  of  a  military  in¬ 
stallation  inside  the  United  States. 

(c)  Exception. — ^Nothing  in  this  part  affects  the  authority  of 
the  Scwcretary  to  carry  out — 

(1)  closures  and  realignments  under  title  II  of  Public  Law 
100-526;  and 

(2)  dosures  and  realignments  to  which  section  2687  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  is  not  applicable,  induding  dopares 
and  realignments  carried  out  for  reasons  of  national  security  or 
a  military  emergency  referred  to  in  subsection  (c)  of  such  sec¬ 
tion. 

SEC.  2910.  DEFINITIONS 
As  used  in  this  part: 

(1)  The  term  “Account**  means  the  Department  of  Defense 
Base  Closure  Account  1990  established  by  section  2906{aXl)* 

(2)  The  term  “congressional  defense  committees*  means 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  and  the  Committees  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

(3)  The  term  “Commission*  means  the  Commission  estab¬ 
lished  by  section  2902. 

(4)  The  term  “military  installation*  means  a  base,  ^mp, 
post,  station,  yard,  center,  homeport  facility  for  any  ship,  or 
other  activity  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense,  including  any  leased  facility.  Sudb  term  does  not  include 
any  facility  used  primarily  for  dvil  works,  rivers  and  harbors 
projects,  flood  control,  or  other  projects  not  under  the  primary 
jurisdiction  or  control  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

(5)  The  term  ^realignment*  includes  any  action  whidi  ^th 
reduces  and  relocates  functions  and  dvilian  personnel  positions 
but  does  not  indude  a  reduction  in  force  resulting  from  work- 
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load  adjustments,  reduced  personnd  or  funding  levds,  or  ulrill 
imbalances. 

(6)  Hie  term  "Secretaiy"  means  die  Secretaiy  of  Defense. 

(7)  The  term  *Hnited  States*  means  the  50  States,  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam, 
the  'S^gin  Islands,  American  Samoa,  and  any  other  common¬ 
wealth,  territoiy,  or  possession  of  the  United  States. 

SEC  mi.  CLARIFnNG  AMENDMENT . 

Section  2687(eXl)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  "homep^  facilily  for  any  diip,*  afimr  *oen- 
ter,”;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "tmder  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretaiy 
of  a  military  department”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "imder 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  induding  any 
leasM  facility,*. 

Part  B — Other  Provisions  Relating  to  Defense 
Base  Closures  and  Realignments 

SEC.  8921.  CLOSURE  OF  FOREIGN  MQJTARY  INSIAUAnONS 

(a)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that — 

(1)  the  termination  of  military  operations  by  the  United 
States  at  military  installations  outside  the  United  States 
should  be  accomplished  at  the  discretion  td  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  at  the  earliest  opportunity; 

(2)  in  providing  for  such  termination,  the  Secretaiy  of  De¬ 
fense  shomd  take  steps  to  ensure  that  the  United  States  re¬ 
ceives,  through  direct  pasrment  or  otherwise,  consideration 
equal  to  the  fair  market  value  of  the  improvements  made  by 
the  United  States  at  fadlities  that  vrill  be  rdeased  to  host 
countries; 

(3)  the  Secretaiy  of  Defense,  acting  through  the  military 
component  commands  or  the  sub-unified  commands  to  the  com¬ 
batant  commands,  should  be  the  lead  ofiBdal  in  negotiations 
relating  to  determining  and  receiving  such  consideration;  and 

(4)  the  determination  of  the  foir  market  value  of  such  im¬ 
provements  released  to  host  countries  in  whole  or  in  part  by 
the  United  States  should  be  handled  on  a  fadHty-by-fadlity 
basis. 

(b)  Residual  Value.— <1)  For  eadi  installation  outside  the 
Unit^  States  at  which  milite^  operations  were  being  carried  out 
by  the  United  States  on  Octobv  1^  1990,  the  Secretaiy  of  Defense 
shall  transmit,  by  no  later  than  June  1,  1991,  an  estimate  of  the 
fair  market  value,  as  of  January  1,  1991,  of  the  improvements 
made  by  the  United  States  at  fadlitaes  at  each  such  installation. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  this  section: 

(A)  The  term  "fair  market  value  of  the  improvements” 
means  the  value  of  improvements  determined  by  the  Secretary 
on  the  basis  of  their  highest  use. 

(B)  The  term  “improvements”  includes  new  construction  of 
facilities  and  all  additions,  improvements,  modifications,  or 
renovations  made  to  eristing  facilities  or  to  real  property,  with- 
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out  regard  to  whether  they  were  carried  out  with  appropriated 
or  nonappropriated  funds.  , 

(c)  ESTABUSBOffiNT  OF  SPECIAL  ACCOUNT. — (1)  Hiere  IB  Miab- 
lished  on  the  books  of  the  Treasury  a  spedal  account  to  be 
as  the  “Department  of  Defense  Overseas  i^ta^ 
ment  Recoveiy  Account”.  Except  as  provided  in  swse^on  (d), 
amounts  paid  to  the  United  States,  pursuant  to  any  tiea1^_rtat^ 
offerees  agreement,  or  otoer  intemation^  apeanent  to  the 

United  States  is  a  party,  for  the  residual  value  of  rerf  property  or 
improvements  to  real  properto  used  by  dvihan  or  notary  p^o^ 
nef  of  the  Department  of  Defense  shsdl  be  deposited  into  such  ac- 

(2)  Money  deiiosited  in  the  Department  of  Drfense  Overseas 
Military  FaciBty  Investment  Recovery  Account  shaU  be  available  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  for  payment,  as  pro^a^  in  appropnadon 
A^,  of  costs  incurred  by  the  Department  of  Defense  in  connection 

(A)  facility  maintenance  and  repair  and  emwonmental  res¬ 
toration  at  military  installations  in  the  Unitro  States;  and 

(B)  facility  maintenance  and  repair  and  c^pliance  mth 
applicable  environmental  laws  at  militaiy  installatioi»  outside 
the  United  States  that  the  Secretary  antoapates  will  be  occu¬ 
pied  by  the  Armed  Forces  for  a  long  perioi 

(3)  Funds  in  the  Department  of  Defense  Oymeas  Facility  In¬ 
vestment  Recovery  Account  shall  remain  avaifeble  until  gcpended. 

(d)  Amounts  Corresponding  to  the  Value  of  Property 
Purchased  With  Nonappropriated  Punds.-KD  In  the  case  of  a 
payment  referred  to  in  subsection  (cXD  for 

real  property  or  improvements  at  an  oversea  mihtmy  fa^ty,  the 
portion  of  the  payment  that  is  equ^  to  the  depi^a^  in 

investment  made  with  nonappropriated  Ws 

the  reserve  account  estabhshed  under  B(^on  204(bX4XC)  of  the 
Defense  Authorization  Amendments  and  Base  Qosure  and  Realigi^ 
ment  Act.  The  Secretary  may  use  amounts  in  the  account  (in  s^h 
an  aggregate  amount  as  is  provided  in  advance  by  appropriation 
Acts)  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring,  constoucting,  or  mproving  com- 
xnissaTy  stores  find  nonfipproprifited  fund  instrumentauties. 

(2)  As  used  in  this  subsection:  ,  .  ,  .  -  j 

(A)  The  term  ‘nonappropriated  funds  means  funds  re¬ 
ceived  adjustment  of  or  surcharge  on,  sdling  prices  at 

commissary  stores  fixed  under  section  2685  of  title  lu. 

United  States  Code;  or  ,  ,  , .  ^  ^ 

(ii)  a  nonappropriated  fund  instruments^. 

(B)  The  term  ‘nonappropriated  fund  instrumentality 
means  s  instrumentaUty  of  the  United  States  under  the  ^s- 
diction  of  the  Armed  Forces  (induding  the  Anny  ar^  Air  Forw 
Exchange  Service,  the  Navy  Resale  and  &ryi(»s  Sw^rt  W- 
fice.  and  the  Marine  C^s  exchanges)  vrhieh  is  conducted  for 
the  comfort,  pleasure,  contentment,  or  physical  or  mental  im¬ 
provement  of  members  of  the  Armed  Forces. 

fe)  Negotiations  for  PAYMENTs-m-KiND.— Before  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  enters  into  negotiations  with  a  host  country  re¬ 
garding  the  acceptance  by  the  United  States  of  any  payment-in- 
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yinj  in  connection  with  the  release  to  the  host  Muntiy  of  improve¬ 
ments  made  by  the  United  States  at  military  installations  in  the 
host  country,  the  Secretary  shall  submit  a  written  notice  to  the 
congressional  defense  committees  containing  a  justification  for  en- 
texing  into  negotiations  for  payments-in-kina  with  the  host  counter 
and  tne  types  of  benefit  options  to  be  pursued  by  the  Secretary  in 
the  negotiations. 

(f)  Report  on  Status  and  Use  of  Special  AccouNT.~Not 
later  January  15  of  ea^  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 

submit  to  the  congressional  de^nse  committees  a  report  on  the^  op¬ 
erations  of  the  Department  ot  D^ense  Overseas  hulitaxy  Facility 
Investment  RMoveiy  Account  duri^  the  preceding  fiscal  year  and 
proposed  uses  of  funds  in  the  snedal  account  during  the  next  fiscal 
year.  The  report  shall  indude  the  following: 

(1)  The  amount  of  each  deposit  in  the  account  during  the 
preceding  fiscal  year,  and  the  source  of  the  amount. 

(2)  The  balance  in  the  account  at  the  end  of  that  fiscal 


year. 

(3)  The  amounts  expended  from  tiie  aoeount  Iqr  each  mili¬ 
tary  department  during  that  fiscal  year. 

(4)  With  respect  to  each  mihtaiy  installation  for  which 
money  was  deposited  in  the  account  as  a  result  of  the  release 
of  real  property  or  improvements  of  the  installation  to  a  host 
country  during  that  fiscal  year — 

(A)  the  total  amount  of  the  investment  of  the  United 
Stat^  in  the  installation,  expressed  in  terms  of  constant 
dollars  of  that  fiscal  year; 

(B)  the  depreciated  value  (as  determined  the  Sec- 
retai^  of  a  military  department  under  regulations  to  be 
prescribe  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense)  of  the  real  property 
and  improvements  that  were  released;  and 

(C)  the  explanation  of  the  Secretary  for  any  difference 
between  the  benefits  received  by  the  United  States  for  the 
real  property  and  improvements  and  the  depredated  value 
(as  so  determined)  of  that  real  property  and  improvements. 

(5)  A  list  identifying  all  military  installations  outside  the 
Uniti^  States  for  which  the  Secretary  proposes  to  make  a- 
pen^tures  from  the  Department  of  Defense  Ovmseas  Facility 
Investment  Recovery  Ac^unt  under  subsection  (cX2)(B)  duxine 
the  next  fiscal  year  and  spratying  the  amount  of  the  proposed 
e3q>enditures  for  each  identified  rxulitary  installation. 

(6)  A  description  of  the  purposes  for  which  the  expendi¬ 
tures  proposed  under  paragraph  (5)  will  be  made  and  the  need 
for  sudi  expenditures. 


SEC.  2922.  MODIFICATION  OF  THE  CONTENT  OF  BIANNUAL  REPOBT 
OF  THE  COMMISSION  ON  ALTEBNATIVE  UTILIZATION  OF 
BUUTARY  FACILITIES 


(a)  Uses  of  Faciuties. — Section  2819(b)  of  the  National  De¬ 
fense  Authorization  Act,  Fiscal  Year  1989  (Public  Law  100—456; 
102  Stat.  2119;  10  U.S.C.  2391  note)  is  amended — 

(1)  in  paragraph  (2),  by  striking  out  *Wnimum  security  £a- 
dlities  for  nonviolent  prisoners”  and  inerting  in  lieu  thereof 
“Federal  confinement  or  correctional  fadlities  induding  shock 


incarceration  fadlities”; 
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(2)  by  striking  out  “and”  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (3), 

(3)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (4)  m  i^graph  (5k  and 

(4)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (3)  the  following  new 

para^^M4k^  those  fecilities,  or  parts  of  feciliti^  ***?*cf  ?! 
be  effectively  utilized  or  renovated  to  meet  the  needs  of  States 
and  local  junsdictions  for  confinement  or  correctional  facilities; 

(b)  Effective  DATE.—The  amendments  made  1^  siA^^n  W 
shall  take  effect  with  respect  to  the  firrt  report  r^'^  ^  ^ 

mitted  under  section  2819  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act, 
Fiscal  Year  1989,  after  September  30, 1990. 

nvr  SB2S  FUNDING  FOR  ENVIRONMENTAL  ®0ESTORAnON  AT 
SEC.  2S2S.  ^^“IlgsTAQJOTONS  SCHEDULED  FOR  CLOSURE  INSIDE 

THE  UNITED  STATES  .  ,  v 

(a)  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS.— Tli^  18  ^weby  a^ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Departoent 

Bure^count  fiir  fi^  year  1991,  in  addition  to  any  otaer  fimds 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  that  account  fw  3^. 

the  sum  of  $100,000,000.  Amounts  appropriated  to  that 
pursuant  to  the  preceding  sentence  sh^  avmlable 

tivities  for  the  purpose  of  enwoimen^  La^oK26 

stallations  closed  or  reahgned  under  titie  II  of  Pubhc  Law  lOO-oz  , 

as  authorized  under  section  20^X3)  on?  «f  Public 

(b)  Exclusive  Source  of  Funding.— (l)  S^on  207  of  Public 
Law  100-526  is  amendj^  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

Force  Retort. — (1)  Not  later  than  12  moi^s  a^r 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  [Nov.  ^  1990],  the 
of  Defense  shall  submit  to  Congress  a  re^  undpr 

ings  and  recommendations  of  the  task  force  estabhshed  under 

paragraiiM^  crarermng^^^  interagency  coordination,  wi^n  rast- 
inp  laws  reeulations,  and  administrative  pohaes,  of  environ¬ 
mental  response  actions  at  militeiyjnstallalions  (ot 
installatiorls)  that  are  being  close^  or  ^ 
closed,  pursuant  to  title  U  of  the  Defense  Autiioiiation 
Amendnients  and  Base  Closure  and  Reahgnment  Act  (Pubhc 

^*^(B^^M^^'to  consolidate  and  streamline,  whhin  existing 
laws  and  Tagulations,  the  practices,  policies,  and  admimstxa- 
tive  procedu^  of  relevant  Federal  and  ^te  ^Senaes  wita  r^ 
spect  to  such  environmental  response  ec^ns  so  as  to  enable 
those  actions  to  be  carried  out  more  oqpeditiouMy. 

(2)  There  is  hereby  estabhshed  an  enviroimental  response  task 
■fnw  tu  make  the  findings  and  recommendations,  and  to  prepare 

Of  the  who  ehdl  be  chai™».  of  the 

task  force. 

(C)  The  ^ndniL^to^ »f  the  (Seneral  Services  Administra¬ 
tion. 


177 


8m.  2924  1990  BASE  CLOSURE  AND  REAUGNMENT  ACT 


20 


(D)  Hie  Administrator  of  tiie  Environmenta]  IVotection 
Agency. 

(E)  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army. 

(F)  A  representative  of  a  State  environmental  protection 
agengr,  appointed  by  the  head  of  the  National  Governors  Asso¬ 
ciation. 

(G)  A  representative  of  a  State  attorney  general’s  office, 
appointed  by  the  head  of  the  National  Association  of  Attorney 
Gimerals. 

(H)  A  representative  of  a  public-interest  environmental  or¬ 
ganization,  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Bep- 
resentatives. 

8EC.  S924.  COMMUNTnr  PHEFEBENCE  COMSIDEEATION  IN  CLOSURE 
AND  REALIGNMENT  OF  MILITARY  OCTALLATION8 
In  any  process  of  selecting  any  military  installation  inside  the 
United  States  for  closure  or  realignment,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  take  such  steps  as  are  necessary  to  assure  that  special  consid¬ 
eration  and  emphasis  is  given  to  any  racial  statement  from  a  unit 
of  general  local  government  adjacent  to  or  within  a  mffitaiy  instal¬ 
lation  requesting  the  closure  or  realignment  of  such  inutallntion 

SEC.  2926.  RECOMMENDATIONS  OF  THE  BASE  CLOSURE  COMMISSION 

(a)  Norton  Air  Force  Base.— (1)  Consistent  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Commission  on  Base  Realignment  Clo¬ 
sure,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  not  relocate,  until  after 
September  30,  1995,  an^  of  the  functions  that  were  being  carried 
out  at  the  ballistics  missile  office  at  Norton  Air  Force  Base,  Califor¬ 
nia,  on  the  date  on  which  the  Secretary  of  D^ense  transmitted  a 
report  to  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives  as  described  in  section  202(aXl)  of  Public 
Law  100-526. 

(2)  This  subsection  shall  take  effect  as  of  the  date  on  which  the 
report  refeired  to  in  subsection  (a)  was  transnoitted  to  such  Com¬ 
mittees. 

(b)  General  DmEcnvE. — Consistent  witii  the  requirements  of 
section  201  of  Public  Law  100-526,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
direct  each  of  the  Secretaries  of  the  military  departments  to  take 
all  actions  necessary  to  cany  out  the  recommendations  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  and  to  take  no  action 
that  is  inconsistent  with  Sudl  recmnTnftTMlatinng, 

SEC.  2926.  CONTRACTS  FOR  CERTAIN  ENVIRONMENTAL  RES¬ 
TORATION  ACTIVITIES 

(a)  Estabushment  of  Model  Program.— Not  later  than  90 
days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  [Nov.  5, 19^],  the  Sec- 
retap'  of  Defense  sl^  establish  a  model  program  to  improve  the 
efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  the  base  closure  environmental  res¬ 
toration  program. 

(b)  Administrator  of  Program.— The  Secretary  gbaP  des¬ 
ignate  the  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Environment 
as  the  Administrator  of  the  model  program  referred  to  in  su^ 
section  (a).  The  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  sh{dl  report  to  the  Sec- 
retap  of  Defense  through  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Ac¬ 
quisition. 
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(c)  AppuCABiury.— -This  section  shall  apply  to  environmental 
restoration  activitieB  at  installationB  selected  by  the  Secretary  pur* 
Buant  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (dXl)* 

(d)  Program  Requirements.— In  carrying  out  the  modd  pro¬ 
gram,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall: 

(1)  Designate  for  the  model  program  two  installations 
under  hig  jurisdiction  that  have  bwn  designated  for  closure 
pursuant  to  the  Defense  Authorization  Amendments  and  Base 
Closure  and  Realignment  Act  (Public  Law  100—526)  and  for 
which  preliminary  assessments,  site  inspections,  and  Environ¬ 
mental  Impact  Statements  required  by  law  or  regulation  have 
been  completed.  The  Secretary  shall  designate  only  those  in¬ 
stallations  which  have  satisfied  the  requirements  of  section 
204  of  the  Defense  Authorization  Amenaments  and  Base  do* 
sure  and  Realignment  Act  (Public  Law  100-526). 

(2)  Compue  a  prequ^fication  list  of  prospective  con¬ 
tractors  for  solicitation  and  negotiation  in  accordance  with  the 
procedures  set  forth  in  title  DC  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Services  Act  (Public  Law  92-582;  40  U.S.C.  Ml  et 
seq.,  as  amended).  Such  contractors  shall  satisfy  all  applicable 
statutory  and  regulatory  requirements.  In  addition,  the  con¬ 
tractor  selected  for  one  of  the  two  installations  under  this  pn> 
gram  shall  indemnify  the  Federal  Government  against  afi  li¬ 
abilities,  claims,  penalties,  costs,  and  damages  caused  by  (A) 
the  contractor’s  breach  of  any  term  or  provision  of  the  contract; 
and  (B)  smy  negligent  or  willful  act  or  omission  of  the  con¬ 
tractor,  its  employees,  or  its  subcontractors  in  the  performance 
of  the  contract. 

(3)  Within  180  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  .^t, 
solicit  proposals  ^m  qualified  contractors  for  response  action 
(as  defined  under  section  101  of  the  Comprehensive  Environ¬ 
mental  ^sponse.  Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  of  1980  (42 
U.S.C.  9601))  at  the  installations  designated  under  paragraph 
(1).  Such  solicitations  and  proposals  shall  include  the  following: 

(A)  Proposals  to  perform  response  action.  Such  propos¬ 
als  shall  include  provisions  for  receiving  the  necessary  au¬ 
thorizations  or  approvals  of  the  response  action  by  appro¬ 
priate  Federal,  State,  or  local  agendes. 

(B)  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  provisions  of¬ 
fered  by  single  prime  contracting  to  perform  all  phases  of 
the  response  action,  using  performance  specifications  suzh 
plied  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  including  any  safe- 
gtiards  the  Secretary  deems  essential  to  avoid  conflict  of 
interest. 

(4)  Evaluate  bids  on  the  basis  of  price  and  other  evaluation 


(5)  Subject  to  the  availability  of  authorized  and  appro¬ 
priated  funds  to  the  Department  of  Defense,  make  contract 
awards  for  response  action  within  120  days  after  the  solicita¬ 
tion  of  proposals  pursuant  to  paragraph  (3)  for  the  response  ac¬ 
tion,  or  within  120  days  after  receipt  of  the  necessary  author¬ 
izations  or  approvals  of  the  response  action  by  appropriate 
Federal,  State,  or  local  agencies,  whichever  is  later. 
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(e)  Affucation  of  Section  120  op  CERCIA.— Actavities  of 
the  model  program  sliall  be  carried  out  aoUect  to,  and  in  a  manner 
consistent  with,  section  120  (relating  to  Federal  tacQities)  of  the 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and  Li- 
alrili^  Act  of  1980  (42  U.S.C.  9620). 

(I)  Expedited  Agreements.-— The  Secretary  shall,  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  assure  compliance  with  all  applicable  Federal  statutes  and 
regulations  and,  in  addition,  take  all  reasonable  and  appropriate 
measures  to  e^qpedite  all  necessary  administrative  decisions,  agree¬ 
ments,  and  ooncuirences. 

(g)  Report.— The  Secreta^  of  Defense  shall  indude  a  descrip¬ 
tion  of  the  progress  mads  during  the  preceding  fiscal  year  in  imple¬ 
menting  and  accomplishing  the  goals  of  this  section  within  the  an¬ 
nual  report  to  Congress  requiredby  sectitm  2706  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code. 

(h)  Appucabujit  of  Existing  Law.— Nothing  in  this  section 
affects  or  modifies,  in  any  way,  the  obligations  or  liability  of  any 
person  under  other  Fedew  or  State  law,  induding  common  law, 
with  respect  to  the  disposal  or  release  of  hazardous  substances  or 
pollutants  or  contaminants  as  defined  under  section  101  of  the 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and  li¬ 
ability  Act  of  1980  (42  U.S.C.  9601). 
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Section  2687,  Title  10,  United  States  Code 


I  *687.  Ba«e  cloaura  and  l••llfnmenU 
(a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  proviBWi  of  law,  no  aebon  may 

teWyayi  ■> 

rtallation  at  the  time  the  Secretary  of «f  “* 

nf  the  military  department  concerned  notifies  the  Congrm 

2»d7r  S««tary’.  ,dan  to  dee  or  ruhgn 

“m^iSSion.  converdon.  or  reh^iliution  at  any 


the  relocauon  «  avuian  pcwnnci  ^ 

Sy  deure  or  realignment  to  which  daue  (1)  or  (2)  appb^ 

and  until  the  proviiions  of  fubee^on  (W 
fc)  No^action  described  in  subsection  (a)  with  "fPOCt.^^** 
sum  d  or  a  realignment  with  respect  to.  any  rmlitam  motion 
referred  to  inTu^fSnection  may  be  takq  unless  aM 

(11  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  the  Secretary  of  the  trmit^^ 
department  concerned  notifies  fte  Comrmtt^  rf  m 

*  ic«ofthe  Senate  and  House  of  Repieaentativ«,  m  part  «  m 
annual  request  for  authorisation  of 

of  the  proposed  do^.or  tf^*"*^*  ^ 

idU^th  the  notification  an  *v»l“5®“,®f 

nomic,  budgetary,  environmental,  strategic,  and  operational 
consequences  of  such  closure  or  realigi^nfc  ana 
J2)ji  Deriod  of  SO  legislative  days  or  60  calendtf  wmeh 
ever  is  longer,  expires  following  the  d»  on^^ch 
and  evaluaUon  ^rred  to  in  dauae  W  have 
such  committees,  during  ,  which  P*”®^ 
may  be  taken  to  effect  or  implem«t  the 

the  MdJnnreJSies  to  the  Congrem  that  such  doaure  or  raalign- 
ment  must  implemented  for  reasons  of  national  aecunty  or  a 

)^>SSrSe%xpiration  of  the  period  of  time  p^ded  for  in 
futee^OD  (bX2)  with  respect  to  the  dosure  or.reahgnment  of  a 
military  installation,  fun£%hich  would 

the  Secretary  to  effect  the  dosure  or  realignmeDt  of  that  installa¬ 
tion  may  be  used  by  him  for  such  purpoee.  .  . 

(2)  Nothing  in  this  section  restricts  the  au&onty  of  the  Secretary 
to  obtain  architectural  and  engineering  services  under  section  2807 
of  this  title. 

"military  installation”  meana  a  base,  camp, 
post,  station,  yard,  center,  hoineport  facility  for  any  ^P*_^ 
oS^r  activity  under  the  jurisdiction  of  Ae  l^partoent  of  De¬ 
fense  includmg  any  leased  fadliDf.  withm  any 

of  the  several  States,  the  Distrirt  of  Col^^.  the 
wealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  American  Samoa,  the  Virgin  IslMdi,  m 
Guam.  Such  term  does  not  indude  any  facihty  use^nmar^ 
for  civil  works,  rivers  and  harbors  projects,  or  flood  control 

term  "dvilian  personnel”  means  toect-hire,  perma¬ 
nent  d^ian  employees  of  the  Departoent  of  »fense. . 

(8)  The  term  "realignment”  includes  any  action  which  both 
reduces  and  relocates  functions  and  civilian  personnel  ^i- 
Swis.  but  does  not  indude  a  rrfuction  “ 
workload  adjustments,  reduced  personnd  or  funding  levels, 
skill  imbalances,  or  other  similar  causes. 

(4)  The  term  "leMlative  day  means  a  day  on  which  either 
House  of  Concress  u  in  session. 
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Appendix  C 

Secretary  of  Defense  Transmittal  Memorandum 


THE  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON.  DC  20301*1000 


1 2  m  !u3 


Honorable  James  Courter 

Chairman  ^  .  , 

Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commission 

1700  North  Moore  Street 
Suite  1425 
Arlington,  VA  22209 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

Pursuant  to  Public  Law  101”510  as  amended,  I  hereby  tr^smit, 
as  an  enclosure  to  this  letter,  a  list  of  military  installations 
inside  the  United  States  that  I  recommend  for  closure  or 
realignment  on  the  basis  of  the  force  structure  plan  and  final 
criteria  established  under  that  law.  Also  enclosed  is  *  sumary  of 
the  selection  process  that  resulted  in  the  recommendation  for  each 
installation,  with  a  justification  for  each  recommendation. 


I  am  recommending  the  following  actions 

Major  base  closures 
Major  base  realignments 
Smaller  base  or  activity  closures, 
realignments,  disestablishments, 
or  relocations 

Total  recommendations 

These  recommendations  support  our  national  goals  of 
maintaining  military  effectiveness  while  drawing  down  the  force, 
reducing  the  deficit,  and  reinvesting  in  America. 

Our  overall  base  closure  policy  is  an  important  part  of  this 
effort.  The  policy  has  five  compelling  characteristics: 

o  It  saves  money  that  would  otherwise  go  to  unnecessary 
overhead. 

o  It  supports  military  effectiveness  by  reducing  the 
competition  for  ever  scarcer  resources. 

o  It  is  fair  and  objective. 

Q  hits  bases  overseas  harder  than  those  at  home. 

o  It  supports  the  investment  necessary  to  foster  economic 
growth. 


»  4 


31 

12 


122 

165 
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But  as  we  implement  the  policy,  we  recognise  a  special 
obligation  to  the  people  ~  military  and  civilian  —  who  won  the 
cold  war.  We  will  meet  that  obligation. 


SAVING  TAXPAYER  DOLZARS  AND  NAZNTAXNZNG  MILITARY  XFFZCTIVENZSS 

Closing  military  bases  worldwide  saves  taxpayer  dollars; 
permits  DoD  to  invest  properly  in  the  forces  and  bases  it  keeps  in 
order  to  ensure  their  continued  effectiveness;  and  frees  up 
valuable  defense  assets  (people,  facilities  and  real  estate)  for 
productive  private  sector  reuse. 

The  defense  budget  will  decline  by  more  than  40  percent  in 
real  terms  from  1985  to  1997,  and  military  personnel  in  the  United 
States  will  be  reduced  by  30  percent.  Base  closures  have  lagged 
behind  this  overall  drawdown.  No  bases  were  closed  until  two  years 
ago,  following  decisions  made  in  the  1966  and  1991  rounds  of  base 
closures.  Under  those  two  rounds,  domestic  base  structure  was 
reduced  by  only  nine  percent,  measured  by  plant  replacement  value. 

Plant  replacement  value  is  what  it  would  cost  to  replace  all 
the  buildings,  pavements,  and  utilities  at  a  base.  We  measure  our 
progress  in  terms  of  plant  replacement  value  because  it  is  a  better 
measure  of  magnitude  than  simply  counting  large  bases  and  small 
bases  equally. 

Failure  to  close  bases  in  line  with  reductions  in  budgets  and 
personnel  constitutes  a  double  hit:  Resources  are  drained  into 
bases  we  don't  need,  and  therefore  are  not  available  to  buy  the 
things  we  do  need. 


TEZ  PLANNED  1993  ROUND  OF  CLOSURES  WILL  SAVE  $3.1  BILLION  PER  YEAR 


The  following  table  shows  the  costs  and  savings  associated 
with  the  1993  closures  and  realigiunents: 


Net  costs  in  FY  1994  through  1996 
Net  savings  in  FY  1997  through  1999 
Net  savings  during  implementation 


$1.7  billion 
$5.7  billion 
$4.0  billion 


Annual  savings  thereafter ($FY99) 


$3.1  billion 


The  1993  program,  coupled  with  the  previously  approved  1988 
and  1991  closures,  will  reduce  the  domestic  base  structure  by  about 
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15  percent  (measured  by  replacement  value) .  All  three  rounds  of 
closures  together,  when  complete  in  1999,  ^ 

in  annual  recurring  savings,  measured  in  FY  1999  dollars. 


BEING  OBJECTIVE  AND  FAIR 

Congress  has  given  the  Executive  ^Branch 
authorit?  to  close  domestic  bases,  provided  the 
follows  the  established  rules  strictly  and  keeps  faith  with  t 

Congress. 

This  means  using  an  objective,  fair  ^ 

closing  bases  that  will  withstand  scrutiny  by  the 
Closure  and  Realignment  Commission,  the  General  Accounting  Office, 
Congress  and  the  public.  The  process  has  worked  well  so  far. 

The  Military  Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  made 
recommendations  to  me  on  February  22,  1993.  The 

the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  „^®®®^®"??Jcies 

and  underlying  analyses  to  ensure  that  the  law  and  DoD  policies 

were  followed. 

I  am  not  recommending  any  base  for  closure  that  would 
conceivably  be  kept  open  under  a  revised  force  structure  plan. 

My  recommendations  are  consistent  with  » ^ 
structure  plan.  The  plan  DoD  has  used  is  the  Bush  Administration  s 
"base  force."  The  legal  deadline  for  recommendations  precluded  us 
frir  making  changes  based  on  future  force  reductions  not  yet 
decided. 

The  "base  force"  has  twelve  active  Army  divisions;  we  will 
have  room  to  station  all  of  them.  It  has  twelve  carriers;  we  will 
nil  room  to  berth  all  of  them  It  has  1098  active  Aar  Force 
fighters;  we  will  have  room  to  beddown  all  of  them. 

Unless  the  force  structure  is  increased  above  the  "base 
force,"  we  will  have  all  the  bases  we  need. 

I  am  confident,  therefore,  that  future  changes  will  decrease 
force  s?ru«ure:  and  will  require  more,  not  fewer,  base  closures 
than  those  I  will  recommend  at  this  time. 

While  the  recommendations  stand  on  their  own  merits,  it  is 
to  not!  two  additional  points.  First,  with  respect  to 
maintLance  depots,  there  was  not  sufficient  time  for  the  Office  of 
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the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  review  all  potential  interservicing 
possibilities.  I  suggest  that  the  Commission  examine  those 
possibilities.  Second/  some  installations  host  non'^defense 
government  activities,  and  it  was  not  possible  to  evaluate  fully 
the  net  impact  of  the  recommendations  on  those  activities.  I 
suggest  that  the  Commission  devote  sore  attention  to  those 
potential  impacts. 


C0NSZDZRZN6  ZZGIOKAL  IMPACTS  CSAKTOLLT 

I  have  carefully  considered  the  regional  economic  impacts  of 
these  necessary,  yet  tough,  closure  decisions.  Zn  looking  at  the 
regional  impacts,  Z  considered  the  cxamulative  economic  impact  of 
previously  approved  closures  and  the  ones  Z  am  recommending.  I  am 
concerned  not  only  about  the  impacts  at  bases  on  our  1993  closure 
list,  but  also  about  the  effects  at  bases  closed  by  earlier  rounds. 


REDUCING  OVERSEAS  BASES  EVEN  MORE 

DoD  is  reducing  its  military  forces  and  its  overseas  base 
structure  much  more  than  in  the  U.S. 

DoD  has,  to  date,  announced  it  will  end  or  reduce  its 
operations  overseas  at  sites  accounting  for  28  percent  of 
replacement  value. 

Our  plan  is  to  reduce  the  replacement  value  of  the  overseas 
base  structure  by  35-40%  as  we  complete  our  reduction  in  personnel 
stationed  overseas  to  about  200,000. 

DoD  base  spending  overseas  will  also  decline  dramatically, 
both  because  of  troop  reductions  and  because  Japan  and  Korea  are 
paying  an  increasing  share  of  the  costs  of  stationing  U.S.  forces 
there . 

While  DoD  will  continue  to  reduce  its  forward  deployed  forces, 
those  forces  have  played  a  fundamental  role  in  regions  vital  to  the 
national  interest.  Permanently  stationing  and  periodically 
deploying  forces  overseas  have  been  key  to  averting  crises  and 
preventing  war.  They  show  our  commitment,  lend  credibility  to  our 
alliances,  enhance  regional  stability,  provide  crisis  response 
capability,  and  promote  U.S.  influence  and  access  throughout  the 
world. 
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SUPPORTING  TEB  RZINVZSTMENT  NZCXSSARY  TO  RESTORE  ECONOMIC  GROWTH 


Closing  domestic  bases  and  reducing  DoDs 
equipment  purchases  are  critical  elements  of  a  balanced  ? 

drawdown  —  one  which  will  preserve  a  fully  capable,  albeit 

smaller,  military. 


Nationally,  the  drawdown  in  defense  spending  does  not  pose  any 
extraordinary  problems  for  the  economy.  The  economic  impact  of  the 
planned  drawdown  is  actually  smaller  than  the  impacts  after  the 
Korean  and  Vietnam  wars.  However,  the  impacts  are ^substantial  in 
regions  where  the  local  economy  depends  heavily  on  defense 
spending. 

There  are  three  ways  DoD  can  help  support  economic  growth: 
investing  in  people,  investing  in  industry,  and  investing  in 
communities . 


Investing  in  People 

DoD  can  help  support  economic  growth  through  a  host  of 
initiatives  that  will  ease  the  transition  for  displaced  workers 
(military,  civilian  and  private  sector) : 

o  Military:  DoD  has  a  number  of  programs  to  ease  the 
transition  of  military  personnel  into  the  civilian  job  market 
including  separation  bonuses,  early  retirement  incentives, 
educational  assistance,  civil  service  employment  preference  and 
extended  health  benefits. 


o  Civilian;  DoD  eases  the  transition  for  the  civilian  work 
force  through  a  number  of  programs  including  priority  placement  for 
other  government  jobs,  out -placement  referral  for  private  sector 
iobs.  joint  participation  with  individual  states  in  retraining 
programs,  post-closure  hiring  preference  with  contractors, 
voluntary  early  retirement  authority  and  separation  pay  incentives . 

o  Homeowners  Assistance;  DoD  helps  military  and  civilian 
homeowners  who  face  a  financial  loss  selling  their  homes  when  real 
estate  values  have  declined  as  the  result  of  a  base  closure 

decision. 

o  Private  Sector;  Many  defense-related  private  employers  have 
assistance  programs  for  their  employees  who  face 
layoffs.  The  Federal  Government  has  a  well-established  role  which 
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complements  state  and  J.ocal  government  and  private  employer 
efforts,  including  initiaj^ives  under  the  Economic  Dislocation  and 
Worker  Adjustment  Assist'ance  Act,  the  Worker  Adjustment  and 
Retraining  Notification  Act,  the  Employment  Services  Program,  the 
unen^loyment  insurance  system,  and  the  health  benefits  system.  The 
Department  of  Defense  is  participating  in  the  Interagency  Task 
Force  on  Dislocated  Workers  to  help  focus  additional  attention  on 
this  critical  area. 

Investine  in  Industry 

DoD  can  help  support  economic  growth  by  promoting  high-wage 
job  growth  through  investment  in  dual-use  technologies  and  by 
better  integrating  the  commercial  and  military  business  sectors: 

o  Dual-use  Technology:  About  $1  billion  of  FT  1993  DoD  funds 
are  for  support  of  dual-use  technologies. 

o  Industrial  Base:  DoD  is  looking  to  expand  industry  access 
to  maintenance  and  overhaul  work. 

o  Energy  Conservation:  DoD  is  encouraging  energy  conservation 
projects  and  is  making  such  investments. 

Investing  in  Communities 

DoD  can  help  support  economic  growth  by  promoting  productive 
private  sector  reuse  of  base  facilities  and  real  estate  no  longer 
needed  by  defense. 

History  shows  us  that  most  local  communities  economically 
recover  from  base  closures  and  actually  end  up  better  off,  with 
more  jobs  and  a  more  diverse  economic  base  ~  but  in  the  past  the 
recovery  has  been  too  slow  and  too  costly. 

DoD  is  developing  a  new  reuse  and  reinvestment  strategy  with 
initiatives  that  will:  close  bases  more  quickly,  thereby  making 
them  available  for  reuse  more  quickly;  promote  reuse  opportunities, 
in  concert  with  local  community  efforts;  '  and,  refocus  DoD 
internally  to  consider,  for  the  first  time,  the  trade-offs  between 
DoD  needs  and  local  community  needs.  The  law  gives  me  considerable 
authority  to  decide  whether  the  land  is  sold  or  given  away,  and  to 
whom  it  should  go. 

DoD's  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment  (OEA)  spearheads  the 
President's  Economic  Adjustment  Committee  which  focuses  Federal 
assistance  programs  on  adversely  affected  communities.  OEA  also 
gives  planning  assistance  grants  to  affected  communities.  In 
addition,  DoD  funds  ($80  million  in  FY  1993)  will  help  the  Economic 
Development  Administration  to  assist  communities. 
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DoD  wants  to  ensure#  wherever  possible#  that  environmental 
cleanup  is  not  a  barrier  to  economic  recovery.  DoD  has  spent  and 
will  continue  to  spend  significant  defense  resources  on 
environmental  restoration#  but  we  will  need  help  from  Congress  and 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  to  streamline  the  process. 

Lastly#  we  will  create#  in  coordination  with  other  Cabinet 
agencies#  a  new  community  economic  redevelopment  fund  to  help 
communities  most  affected  by  base  closures.  The  fund  will  be  used 
as  a  catalyst  to  spur  new  economic  growth#  especially  where 
recovery  would  be  difficult.  Funding  will  be  provided  by  setting 
aside  a  portion  of  the  net  savings  from  base  closures. 

I  have  sent  identical  letters#  with  enclosures#  to  the 
Chairmen  of  the  House  and  Senate  Armed  Services  and  Appropriations 
Committees#  and  published  this  letter#  with  enclosures#  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

Sincerely# 


List  of  Enclosures  and  Tables: 


Enclosure: 

DoD  recommendations  pursuant  to  P.L.  101-510:  List  of  the  military 
installations  inside  the  United  States  recommended  for  closure  or 
realignment#  with  a  summary  of  the  selection  process  that  resulted 
in  the  recommendation  for  each  installation#  and  the  justification 
for  each  recommendation. 


Tables: 

Table  1:  1988  and  1991  Closures  and  Realignments 
Table  2:  Cumulative  Reductions  of  Domestic  Bases 
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Appendix  D 

DoD  Policy  Memoranda 


Index  of  Memoranda 

o  1993  Base  Realignments  and  Closures  (BRAC  93)  —  Policy,  Procedures, 
Authorities  and  Responsibilities,  May  5, 1992 

o  1993  Base  Realignments  and  Oosures  (BRAC  93)  -  Redelegation  of 
Authority,  May  5, 1992 

o  Base  Closure  Policy  Memorandum  One,  August  4, 1992 

o  Base  Qosure  and  Realignment  Proposals  in  Support  of  Streamlining  of 
Defense  Depot  Maintenance  Activities,  December  3, 1992 

o  Base  Closure  Policy  Memorandum  Two,  December  4, 1992 

o  1993  Base  Realignment  and  Qosure  (BRAC  93)  Recommendations, 
December  9, 1992 

o  1993  Base  (Hosure  and  Realignment  Selection  Criteria,  December  10, 
1992 

0  Base  Oosure  Cumulative  Economic  Impact,  December  24, 1992 

o  Force  Structure  Plan  for  the  Armed  Forces  for  use  in  Base  Closure  and 
Realignment  Process  in  1993  (SECZRET),  January  19,  1993 

o  Base  Qosure  and  Realignment  —  Additional  Guidance,  January  28, 1993 
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THE  DEPUTY  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 


WASHtNSTON.D.C.  tOSOI 

0  5  MAY  1932 


MEMORANDUM  FOR 


SECRETARIES  OF  THE  MILITARY  DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  JOINT  CHIEFS  OF  STAFF 
UNDER  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR,  DEFENSE  RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 


COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL  COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

DIRECTOR,  OPERATIONAL  TEST  AND  EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS  TO  THE  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR,  ADMINISTRATION  AND  MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS  OF  THE  DEFENSE  AGENCIES 


SUBJECT:  1993  Base  Realignments  and  Closures  (BRAC  93) 


Reducing  the  Department's  unneeded  physical  plant  through  base 
closures  and  realignments  is  a  top  Defense  priority.  We  have  made 
good  progress  so  far.  I  look  to  you,  individually  wd  collectively, 
to  recommend  further  reductions  consistent  with  DoD  s  planned  force 
reductions . 

we  must  begin  the  1993  base  realignment  and  closure  process  now. 
Significant  reductions  in  our  physical  plant  can  only  be  achieved 
after  careful  studies  involving  not  only  structural  change,  but  also 
operational  and  organizational  change. 

The  attached  establishes  policy,  procedures,  authorities  and 
responsibilities  for  selecting  bases  for  realignment  or  closure  under 
PubUc  Law  101-510,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  102-190.  This 
supersedes  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  memoranda  of  October  25,  1990, 

and  Deceinber  10^  1990* 


Donald  J.  Atwood 


Attachment 


1993  BR?*  RZALIOWmTS  W®  dOSOBTS  (BBAC  M) 
POLICY,  PROCIDOMS,  WIHORITIK  BKD  MSPOKSIBIUTIBS 


Buroost 

The  guidance  herein  estahlishes 
authorities  and  responsihilitres  for  M« 

ieLrLda  of  October  25,  1990,  and  December  10,  1990. 
pnekoround 

Title  )CXIX,  P«:t  h  of  p»r«e 

exclusive  procedures  under  u^S^rtai!. 

realigi^nt  Independent  Defense  Base  Closure 

“rSaUg™e]>?  emission  to  review  the  Secretary's  reco»endatrons 
in  calendar  years  1991,  1993  and  1995. 

-  .,e.«e.A  awniies  to  those  base  realigninent,  closure  and 

(the  1993  Cononission)  for  review.  ^ 

gjteeption^ 

This  guidance  does  not  apply  to  actions  which: 

O  laplement  realignments  or 

'serrefa^yn^SiJSssuf'onTarSall^t  «,d  Closure  (the  1966 

Commission) ; 

Tenrii  ATnent  realignments  or  closures  under  Public  Law 
.,n  relaSr^  the  re^^dations  of  the  1991  Defense  Base 
cSoIure  »d  teSignment  Conaission  (the  1991  Cocaission)  ,• 

n  studv  or  isplement  realignments  or  closures  to  which 
section  2687  of  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  not  applicabl  , 

o  seduce  f^nubtrto“^^tw“l0«10“ 

in  a  base  ”  j^ctSTnay  be  made  under  this  exception  even 

Tf'^S^^its  inv^ved  were  designated  to  relocate  to  a  receiving  base 
by  Se  1988  or  the  1991  Commission;  or 
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o  Inpact  any  facilities  used  primarily  for  civil  vorks, 
rivers  and  harbor  projects/  flood  control/  or  other  projects  not 
xjnder  the  primary  jurisdiction  or  control  of  the  Department  of 
Defense . 

Policy 

Base  realignment/  closure  or  consolidation  studies  that  could 
result  in  a  recommendation  for  a  base  closure  or  realignment/  other 
than  actions  covered  by  an  exception  above/  must  meet  the  following 
requirements : 

o  The  studies  must  have  as  their  basis  the  Force  Structure 
Plan  required  by  Section  2903  of  Public  Law  101-510; 

0  The  recommendations  must  be  based  on  the  final  criteria 
for  selecting  bases  for  closure  and  realignment  required  by  that 
Section;  and 

o  The  studies  must  consider  all  military  installations 
inside  the  United  States  (as  defined  in  the  law)  on  an  equal  footing/ 
including  bases  recommended  for  partial  closure/  realignment/  or 
designated  to  receive  units  or  functions  by  the  1988  or  1991 
Commissions. 

DoD  Components  may  propose  changes  to  previously  ai^roved 
designated  receiving  base  recommendations  of  the  1988  and  1991 
commissions  provided  such  changes  are  necessitated  by  revisions  to 
force  structure/  mission  or  organization  since  the  commission 
recommendation  was  made.  Documentation  for  such  changes  must  involve 
clear  military  value  or  significant  savings,  and  be  based  on  the 
final  criteria 

Comprehensive  studies  of  your  base  structure  may  begin  now  using 
the  selection  criteria  included  in  this  memorandum  and  the  force 
table  in  the  Secretary  of  Defense's  March  19,  1991,  force  structure 
plan.  Your  studies  must  be  revalidated  against  the  final  selection 
criteria  and  the  final  force  structure  plan  when  promulgated. 

Record  Keeping 

DoD  Components  shall,  from  the  date  of  this  memorandum,  develop 
and  keep: 

o  Descriptions  of  how  base  realignment  and  closure 
recommendations  were  made,  including  minutes  of  all  deliberative 
meetings; 


o  Descriptions  of  how  recommendations  met  the  final 
selection  criteria  and  were  based  on  the  final  force  structure  plan; 
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o  All  data,  information  and  analyses  considered  in  making  base 
realignment  and  closure  reconmendations;  and 

o  Documentation  for  each  recommendation  to  the  Secret^  of 
Defense  to  realign  or  close  a  military  installation  \ander  this  law. 

yntcmal  Controls 

DoD  Components  must  develop  and  implement  an  interoal  control 
plan  for  these  base  realignment,  closure  or  consolidation  studies  to 
ensure  the  accuracy  of  data  collection  and  analyses.  At  a  minimum, 
these  internal  control  plans  should  include: 

o  Uniform  guidance  defining  data  requirements  and  sources; 

o  Systems  for  verifying  the  accuracy  of  data  at  all  levels 
of  command; 

o  Documentation  justifying  changes  made  to  data  received 
from  subordinate  commands; 

o  Procedures  to  check  the  accuracy  of  the  analyses  made 
from  the  data;  and 

o  An  assessment  by  your  auditors  of  the  adequacy  of  your 
internal  control  plan. 

Responsibilities 

o  unTTiT nations:  The  FY  1992  Defense  Authorization  Act  requires 
that  all  eight  commissioners  be  nominated  by  the  President  no  later 
than  January  25,  1993,  or  the  1993  process  will  be  terminated.  The 
Assistant  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  will  handle  all  matters 
relating  to  the  Secretary's  recommendations  to  the  President  for 
appointments  to  the  1993  Commission.  All  inquiries  from  individuals 
interested  in  serving  on  the  Commission  should  be  referred  to  the 
Assistant  to  the  Secretary. 

O  Support:  The  Under  Secretary  of  Defense 

(Acquisition)  (USD (A))  and  the  Director  of  Administration  and 
Management  will  coordinate  the  Department's  support  to  the  1993 
Commission. 

Q  Selection  Criteria:  The  USD (A)  in  coordination  with  the 

Secretaries  of  the  Military  Departments,  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  and  such  other  officials  as  may  be  appropriate,  shall 
consider  whether  the  final  selection  criteria  developed  in  accordance 
with  Public  Law  101-510  should  be  amended.  Proposed  amendments  to 
the  selection  criteria  must  be  made  in  accordance  with  Public  Law 
101-510  and  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 
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O  Fnrre  for  Policy 

Staff,  in  coordination  With  0"^«  aS  sS*  ether  officials  as 
,USD(P)),  the  USD<A),  DOD  plan  in 

may  be  appropriate,  shall  develop  ™nded,  and  submit  it  to  the 

accordance  with  Public  Law  101-510,  as  ^nded,  w 

Secretary  of  Defense  for  apprwl.  ®  components  shall  use 

SrSc:  ?iSe  Llhel^ce  structure  plan  promulgated  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  on  March  19,  1991. 

o  instructioDS;  The  OSD») 

‘rrcrr«?%ShrrLres“aSrS^nsSiS^^^ 

SliL?S?Ir^r»srArsh^^^^^ 

“orSnation  with  other  DoD  officials  as  afprcpriate. 

e  T'pY-n-  The  USD (W  shall  ^  the  primary 

point  of  contact  for  the  J2i^*e“foSD»)  one  or  more 

commission  Ea^  ^th'S  »«  ^^0^0^  uId»)  shall  establish 
KoreLrL  for  Steraction  with  the  1993  Cosmdssion  similar  to  the 
procedures  used  to  interact  with  the  1991  Cosmission. 

and  evaluating  internal  control  plans. 

Riitmitt^"?  Raeocnm&ndationi 

The  secretaries  of  the  Military  Departments,  the  I>ise«o" 

The  secreuat  heads  of  other  DoD  Conponents  shall 

Defense  Agencies, 

(Without  delegation^  ^^th  Secreta^  of 

^fenlTmc^lsition)  for  appropriate  prooessing  «.d  forwarding  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  for  approval. 

i,«ii  ^eena  »  Schedule  to  ensure  submission  of 
”l®nd”ations  to  the  19»  commission  by  March  15,  1993,  allowing 
Td'e^ffirior  action  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 
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Sal^etien  Criteria 

The  following  selection  criteria  shall  be  used  to  begin  base 
structure  studies  and  to  make  base  realignment  and  closure 
recommendations.  Studies  must  be  revalidated  against  the  final 
selection  criteria  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  in  the  event 
that  the  final  selection  criteria  differ  from  those  set  forth  below. 

In  selecting  military  installations  for  closure  or  realignment, 
the  Department  of  Defense,  giving  priority  consideration  to  military 
value  (the  first  four  criteria  below),  will  consider: 

Military  Value 

1.  The  current  and  future  mission  requirements  and  the 
intact  on  operational  readiness  of  the  Department  of 
Defense's  total  force. 

2  The  availability  and  condition  of  land,  facilities  ^d 
associated  airspace  at  both  the  existing  and  potential 
receiving  locations. 

3.  The  ability  to  accommodate  contingency,  mobilization, 
and  future  total  force  requirements  at  both  the 
existing  and  potential  receiving  locations. 

4.  The  cost  and  manpower  implications. 

Return  on  Investment 

5.  The  extent  and  timing  of  potential  costs  and  savings, 
including  the  number  of  years,  beginning  with  the  date 
of  completion  of  the  closure  or  realignment,  for  the 
savings  to  exceed  the  costs. 

Impacts 

6.  The  economic  impact  on  communities. 

7.  The  ability  of  both  the  existing  and  potential 
receiving  communities'  infrastructure  to  support 
forces,  missions  and  personnel. 

8.  The  environmental  inpact. 


ACOUISITIOM 


THE  UNDER  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON.  OC  20301 


May  5,  1992 


memorandum  for 


SECRETARIES  OF  THE  MILITARY  DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  JOINT  CHIEFS  OF  STAFF 


UNDER  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 

DIRECTOR,  DEFENSE  RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERING 

sccTCTaMT  i^r.fTiETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 


COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL  COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

DIRECTOR,  OPERATIONAL  TEST  AND  EVALUATION 

assistants  to  the  secretary  of  defense 

DIRECTOR,  ADMINISTRATION  AND  MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS  OF  THE  DEFENSE  AGENCIES 


SUBJECT ; 


1993  Base  ?.eali5nnent.s  and  Closures 


(3RAC  S3) 


I  hereby  redelegace  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  cf  Defense  for 
Producticn  and  Logistics  all  the  authorities  and  responsibilities 
delegated  to  T.e  by  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  ir.enorandum  of  toda: 
citled,  ”1993  Base  Realignments  and  Closures  (ERAC  . 


’s  dace 
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ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON,  DC  20301  <8000 


August  4,  1992 

.  1  - 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  SECRETARIES  OF  THE  MILITARY  DEPARTMENTS 
-CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  JOINT  CHIEFS  OF  STAFF 
UNDER  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR,  DEFENSE  RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL  COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

DIRECTOR,  OPERATIONAL  TEST  AND  EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS  TO  THE  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR,  ADMINISTRATION  AND  MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS  OF  THE  DEFENSE  AGENCIES 

SUBJECT:  1993  Base  Closure  Policy  Memorandum  One 


MieOUCTION  AND 
LOeiSTICS 


Background 

Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  memorandum  of  May  5,  1992, 
(attached)  established  policy,  procedures,  authorities,  and 
responsibilities  for  closing  and  realigning  bases  under  Public 
Law  (P.L.)  101-510,  as  amended  by  P.L.  102-190,  for  the  1993  base 
closure  process  (BRAC  93) .  The  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Acquisition  delegated  USD (A)  authorities  and  responsibilities  to 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Production  and  Logistics 
(ASD(P&L))  on  May  5,  1992,  (also  attached).  This  memorandum  is 
the  first  in  a  series  of  additional  ASD(P&L)  policy  memoranda 
implementing  the  Deputy  Secretary's  BRAC  93  guidance.  ASD(P&L) 
policy  memoranda  of  January  7,  February  13,  March  7  and  March  26, 
1991,  are  hereby  cancelled. 

Cumulative  Impacts  on  Installations 

P.L.  101-510  stipulates  that  no  action  may  be  taken  to  carry 
out  a  closure  or  realignment  that  exceeds  the  thresholds  set 
forth  in  the  Act,  until  those  actions  have  obtained  final 
approval  pursuant  to  the  Act. 

In  determining  whether  the  Act's  numerical  closure  or 
realignment  thresholds  are  met,  independent  actions  that  result 
in  closures  or  realignments  shall  be  considered  separately.  In 
other  words,  the  cumulative  impact  of  independent  actions  need 
not  be  considered  when  determining  application  of  the  Act. 
However,  closure  or  realignment  actions  shall  not  be  broken  into 
smaller  increments  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  application  of  the 
Act.  Subject  to  the  foregoing,  closure  or  realignment  actions 
that  CO  not  exceed  the  numerical  thresholds  set  forth  in  the  Act 
may  proceed  outside  the  established  BRAC  93  process.  Questions 
whether  or  not  proposed  actions  are  independent  should  be 
referred  to  DoD  Components'  General  Counsel. 
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ppplieabilitv  of  P  I..  101-510 

DoD  components  must  use  a  common  date  to  dete^ine^f 

use  in  making  BRAC  93  recommendations  before  March  15,  1  , 

reporting  deadline. 

Also,  nonappropriated  fund  employees  are 

|L‘r^lo?«nSl  Sr-^Ud^led 

in  determining  applicability  of  the  law. 
agtivitics  in  Leased  Space 

DOD  “’^|?5^“^|°"fian'™on!lei®luthoritIti?nl  of 

rhp  civi'^ian  personnel  authorizations  of  that  instaiiar  . 

DOD  component’^should  aggregate  the  SithiS  a 

authorisations  of  their  organizations  fol 

“^^lJ?^g=?Sr^:me^rca!^irrirh*ol^dI  ^f  ^ror^the 

Kttionll  CapitSl  ?!lininfS'  (ao5sC71),  will  be  used  as  the  MSA. 
Categories  of  Bases 

One  of  the  first  steps  in  evaluating  the  base  structure  for 
potential  closures  or  realignments  must  involve  ^ 

i-stellations  with  like  missions,  capabilities,  or  attributes 
:i..5woAjaw  applicable,  subcategories. 

c-^eoofiziinrbaUr^s  the  ne?esLry  link  between  the  forces 
described  in  the  Force  Structure  Plan  and  the  base  structure. 
D^le^mining  categories  of  bases  is  a  DoD  Component 

responsibility . 

rapaeitv /Military  Value  Analyses 

Another  early  evaluation  step  is 

oategory/subcategory  has^potentlal^exgess 

capacity  be  found  in  a  category/subcategory,  there  is 
no  Lalyzing  that  portion  of  the  base  structure, 

no  need  to  contin  or  other  reason  to  continue  the 

Bates  iSsich  Ltegories/subcategories  shall  remain 
tSfiltt!;  a!  |«et?itrreceivlrs  of  missions  or  functions. 
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Conversely /  if  you  recoiwnend  a  base  for  closure  or  ■i.v' 

realignment,  your  analysis  must  have  considered  all  bases  within 
that  category /subcategory,  as  well  as  cross-category 
opportunities.  If  in  applying  the  military  value  criteria,  you 
find  bases  that  are  militarily/geographically  unique  or 
mission-essential  (such  that  no  other  base  could  siAstitute  for 
them)  you  may  justify  that  fact  and  exclude  these  bases  from 
further  analysis. 


DoD  Components  must  develop  and  use  one  or  more 
measures /factors  for  applying  each  of  the  final  criteria  to  base 
structure  analyses.  While  objective  measures/factors  are 
desirable,  they  will  not  always  be  possible  to  develop. 
Measures/factors  may  also  vary  for  different  categories  of  bases 
DoD  Components  must  describe  the  relationship  between  each 
measure /factor  used  and  the  final  criteria  in  BRAC  93 
documentation . 


DoD  Components  should  continually  look  for  cross-category 
oppor'tunit.i6S/  and  cooparata  with  sistar  Sarvicas  and  Dafansa 
Agencies  to  pursue  multi— service  asset  sharing  or  exchange, 
throughout  the  BRAC  93  process. 


;qbra  Cost  Model 


DoD  Components  must  use  the  Cost  of  Base  Realignment  Actions 
(COBRA)  cost  model  to  calculate  the  costs,  savings  and  return  on 
investment  of  proposed  closures  and  realignments.  Dollar  inputs 
to  COBRA  will  be  in  FY  1994  constant  dollars.  The  Army  is 
executive  agent  for  COBRA.  Model  improvements  and  documentation 
will  be  completed  by  October,  1992. 


Section  2821(e)(3)  of  P.L.  102-190  amended  P.L.  101-510  and 
required  specified  DoD  personnel  to  certify  to  the  best  of  their 
knowledge  and  belief  that  information  provided  to  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  or  the  1993  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commission 
(the  1993  ConiTnission)  concerning  the  closure  or  realignment  of  a 
military  installation  is  accurate  and  complete. 


The  Deputy  Secretary's  BRAC  93  memorandum  requires  DoD 
Components  to  establish  an  internal  control  plan  to  ensure  the 
accuracy  of  data  used  in  BRAC  93  analyses. 
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In  view  of  the  above,  ^^^g^g^personnel  to  certify  that 

procedures  and  designate  Analyses  is  accurate  and 

?ata  collected  knowledge  and  belief.  DoD 

complete  to  the  best  of  should  be  incorporated  with 

Components'  certification  pr  Both  are  sxobject  to  audit  by 

the  reguired  internal  control  p  _.*  i<i„  Secretaries  of  the 
the  Ge^ral  Accounting  Office.  Agencies,  and  heads  of 

Military  DepartinentS/  Diractors  secretary  of  Defense 

other  DOD  C°'"5™®''“.i“fBM?93^«coitiinen(iations  to  the  Secretary 
a«"a«ula«ind"co^^ele  «  the  best  of  their  knowledge  and 

« 

1-ft  the  1993  Commission  pursuant  ® 
Information  q?,  must  also  be  certified.  However, 

request  after  March  15,  1993,  f  ^  as  ASD(P&L)  has  been 

ASD(P&L)  involvement  must  be  ma  ^act^for  DoD  with  the  1993 

designated  the  primary  ^^.‘^^"^tifica^ion  procedures  must 

Commission.  avs  in  providing  requested  information, 

not  result  in  establish  special  procedures  to 

DoD  Components  must  ^^®^®^  .  certifications  are  made  by 

ensure  not  only  that  ^PP^^P^go^hlt  responses  to  rec^ests  for 
designated  P®^sonnel,  but  als  Sufficient  time  for  DoD 

^S^;-;nenrMaf,naSerVand  ASD  (Pah,  involvement. 

Vru-rp  str^^r^vre  Plan 

The  Chairman  of  the  “he^Kputf  SeiretS?y^s"I^C 

the  Force  Structure  Plan  rejaired  by  the  Depu  Program 

93  memorandum  with  the  Assi  .  .g^ant  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Analysis  and  Evaluation,  Assistant  be  ^  the 

rnrerlefr^?fr?'ofDe^^Lf?rrn=Ucy,  Ab.PaU,  and  DoD 

Comptroller . 

Dissemination  of  Guidanqe  ^ 

DoD  components  shall  j"J,''*j!d^s^se5jent  policy  memoranda 

irerdH;  ?hrorghout' their  organizations. 


Qa:. 

Colin  McMillan 

Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 

(Production  and  Logistics) 


Attachments 
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THE  DEPUTY  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON,  O.C.  20301*1000 

December  3»  1992 

memorandum  for: 

UNDER  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE  FOR  ACQUISITION 

SUBJEa:  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  ^posals  in  Support  of  Streamlining  of 

Defense  Depot  Maintenance  Activities 

assignments  for  defense-iwide  depot  maintenance. 

Department  ofthe  Army  lead  -  ground  weapon  systems  and  equipment 

Department  of  the  Navy  iead  -  ships,  other  watercraft,  and  ship  systems 

Department  ofthe  Air  Force  lead  - 

shaH  be  «sued  through  the  Secretaries  ofthe  Military  Departments. 


(XCUJ 
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PMOOUCnON  AND 
logistics 


ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON.  DC  20301-0000 


0  4  m  1992 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  SECRETARIES  OF  THE  MILITARY  DEP^TMENTS 
DIRECTORS  OF  THE  DEFENSE  AGENCIES 
CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  JOINT  CHIEFS  OF  STAFF 
UNDER  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR,  DEFENSE  RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL,  COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

DIRECTOR,  OPERATIONAL  TEST  AND  EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS  TO  THE  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR,  ADMINISTRATION  AND  MANAGEMENT 

SUBJECT:  Base  Closure  Policy  Memorandum  Two 


Background 

This  memorandum  is  the  second  in  a  series  of 
ASD  (P&L)  policy  guidance  implementing  the  Defense  Base  . 

ind  Reauinmint  let  of  1990  (Public  Law  101-510),  as  amended,  and 
the  Deputy  Secretary's  1993  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
\brac  93)  guidance  of  May  5,  1992.  ASD(P4L)  Policy  Memorandum 

One  was  dated  August  4,  1992. 

Military  Treatment  Facility _ (MTF)  Analyg^.£ 

The  Secretaries  of  the  Military  I>epartments  will  be 
responsible  for  including  Military  Treatment  Facilities  <MTFs)  in 
RPAP  93  analvS8S.  Nonvinations  of  th6  Military  Departinents 
of  M^F  SosuLf  Ir  r«iignSents  will  be  reviewed  by  the  ^^istant 

if  different  from  those  of  the  Secretaries  of  the  Military 
Departments . 
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The  Secretaries  of  the  Military  Departments  and  ASD(HA), 
working  together  through  the  Health  Affairs  Base  Closure  Joint 
Service  Working  Group,  may  also  identify  MTFs  as  candidates  for 
closure  or  reduction,  such  as  when  multiple  DoD  health  care 
delivery  activities  create  overlapping  catchment  areas  or  when 
small  beneficiary  populations  reside  within  areas  where  more  cost 
effective  alternatives  should  be  considered.  Working  group 
recommendations  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Secretaries  of  the 
Military  Departments  for  inclusion  in  their  final  recommendations 
as  appropriate.  If  the  Secretary  of  a  Military  Department 
disagrees  with  a  closure  recommendation  forwarded  by  the  Health 
Affairs  Base  Closure  Joint  Service  Working  Group,  the  Secretary 
shall  forward  the  Group' s  recommendation  with  the  Secretary' s 
reason  for  disagreeing,  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

Return  on  Investment  (ROD 

Return  on  investment  must  be  calculated,  considered  and 
reported  with  DoD  Components'  justifications  for  each  recommended 
closure  or  realignment  package.  All  costs  and  savings 
attributable  over  time  to  a  closure  or  realignment  package, 
subject  to  the  below  guidance,  should  be  calculated,  including 
costs  or  savings  at  receiving  locations.  Costs  or  savings 
elements  that  are  identified,  but  determined  to  be  insignificant, 
need  not  be  calculated.  However,  DoD  Component  records  should 
indicate  that  determination. 

The  Cost  of  Base  Realignment  Actions  (COBRA)  model 
calculates  return  on  investment.  ASD(PfiL)  Policy  Memorandum  One 
required  the  Military  Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  to  use  the 
current  COBRA  version  (4.0),  in  order  to  ensure  consistency  in 
methodology.  Although  the  model  does  not  produce  budget  quality 
data,  it  uses  standard  cost  factors  and  algorithms  to  estimate 
costs  and  savings  over  time. 

We  recognise  that  Military  Department  and  Defense  Agency 
planning  and  accounting  mechanisms  are  sufficiently  different  to 
warrant  Department /Agency  specific  standard  cost  factors  in  the 
COBRA  model.  DoD  Component  documentation  must  justify  the  use  of 
such  cost  factors. 

Attachment  1  provides  additional  guidance  on  the  COBRA  model 
and  return  on  investment  calculations  for  those  rare  instances 
when  it  is  impossible  to  use  the  COBRA  model  for  calculations. 

Specific  instructions  follow  for  the  calculation  of  health 
care  costs,  unemployment  costs.  Homeowners  Assistance  Program  and 
environmental  costs,  and  savings  for  input  to  the  COBRA  model. 
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o  Health  Care  Costs 

r\n  cpaMPTis  Costs  Bas6  closures  and  jreali5^unents 
oo  gHAMPys  vp?v.s  .  ,  These  net  cost  impacts 

involving  Military  Treatment  Facilities. 

CO  ^ntSsif  cl 

in  DoD  Component  cost  analyses.  Part  B  (supplemental 

o  .ir,.»r,icvm.nt  costs  The 

in  their 

cost  calculations. 

o  - - -  ■..r!.!!!!!^!!! ■!! 

Armv  will  provide  each  Military  Department  and  Defense  Agency 
wUh  r“is?”f  installations  that  have  a  Je 

of  having  a  HAP  program  »PP«^S'f'’"^’=c|sis  will  be  included 
roi'falh  *rth^°S«a?Lnoif rfd4ntmed  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army. 

o  vn'Hroomental  v.c^or.tion  costs  ?";i’^?"'"®"“hered  in 
Restoration  costs  at  closing  bases  “I’^bflgluorior 

|“Sronm|tarl£o«ti£re4ardless^ofiWhetheraai^^ 

on  near-term  community  reuse  of  the  installation. 

P  rnvirnp;pnrs1  rompljange  jt"ent  SlcfstlS!* 

^n-ssoriat£fiS 

estimated. 
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o  Land  Value  Given  existing  statute  and  practice 
regarding  the  disposal  of  real  property,  especially  public 
benefit  transfers,  land  and  facilities  value  may  not  always  be 
realized.  In  cases  where  some  proceeds  can  be  expected.  Military 
Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  must  estimate  the  amount  to  be 
received  for  such  real  property.  Estimated  land  and  facility 
value  will  generally  be  based  on  the  anticipated  highest  and  best 
use  for  the  land  and  facilities,  assuming  appropriate  zoning, 
unless  readily  available  information  indicates  that  zoning  is 
likely  to  be  more  restrictive.  Where  installations  have  vinique 
contamination  problems,  a  portion  of  the  installation  may  have  to 
be  segregated  from  disposal  so  that  community  reuse  may  proceed 
on  the  balance.  Estimated  value  should  be  adjusted;  for  any 
such  parceling,  including  discoiinting  proceeds  when  sale  of 
contaminated  property  is  possible  only  after  cleanup  is  complete; 
for  reduced  prices  where  property  is  likely  to  be  sold  for 
restricted  uses;  or,  when  significant  public  benefit  discount 
transfers  are  anticipated. 

o  Force  Structure  Savinas  The  savings  associated  with 
force  structure  drawdowns  shall  not  be  included  in  the  return  on 
investment  calculations.  While  decreased  force  structure  will 
often  be  the  underlying  reason  for  recommending  base  closures  or 
realignments,  the  savings  associated  with  closing  bases  should  be 
founded  on  the  elimination  of  base  operating  support  (BOS) , 
infrastructure  and  related  costs. 

o  Military  Construction  Military  Departments  and  Defense 
Agencies  will  describe  anticipated  construction  requirements 
(barracks  square  feet,  etc.)  to  implement  a  BRAC  recommendation 
and  not  actual  projects.  These  requirements  only  become  projects 
during  the  implementation  phase  after  the  Commission  meets  and 
after  installation  site  surveys  are  conducted  and  formal  project 
documents  (DD  1391s)  are  prepared. 

o  Construction  Cost  Avoidances  Closing  and  realigning 
bases  can  result  in  construction  cost  avoidances.  Cost 
avoidances  should  include  Fy94-99  programmed  military  and  family 
housing  construction  that  can  be  avoided  at  the  closing  or 
realigning  base,  other  than  new-mission  construction. 
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(pf>RRA  Model  Assumptions 


Moves  of  less  than  SO  miles  will  not  incur 


The  following  statements  clarify  certain  cost  assumptions 
written  into  the  COBRA  model. 

o  toeal  Moves. 

PCS  moving  costs. 

o  Plsce-.-'^  <=v«<-.em  Cngts.  Forty-one  percent  of 

all  employees  I"  °'^J®Jocate<J^at°government  expense  (based 

Placement  Program  will  be  relocatea  at  yw 

on  historical  data) . 

ft  students.  For  the  purposes  of  return  on  investm^  rnnRA 

calculatisrflccation  =*  «S‘*«sls"»d  al^p^llria?!, 
model's  calculation  of  overhead  costs,  ana  as  ^  t' 
estimates  of  military  construction  requirements. 

Economic  Impacts 

econoSir^raS  ^^turniSg  Si  ttl^ltTco^unities . 

Environmental  Impacts 

locations. 

Por  environment^  impact  consideration^^^^^ 

underta)ce  .®^^^^®J™?^4nL?mation  regardless  of  when,  how  or 
available  environmental  DoD  Component  should 

riel  SliSSenJL  study,  tSe  study  must 

collect  the  same  information  from  all  bases  ith 

Component's  base  structure,  cS  be  treated  equally. 

gaps  in  irrrSllefalSpte  of  III  ISofing  format  used  to 

SSIf  If  tL'ISSlImln  ll'consequences  of  closure  or 
realignment  of  an  installation. 
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Receiving  Bases 

DoD  Components  must  identify  receiving  bases  for  large  units 
or  activities,  including  tenants  which  are  to  be  relocated  from 
closing  or  realigning  bases.  The  COBRA  model  will  calculate  the 
costs  for  relocating  such  wits  or  activities.  DoD  Components  do 
not  need  to  identify  specific  receiving  bases  for  units  or 
tenants  with  less  than  100  civilian/military  employees.  Finding 
homes  for  these  activities  can  be  left  to  execution.  However, 

DoD  Components  should  establish  a  generic  "base  x”  within  the 
COBRA  model  to  act  as  the  surrogate  receiving  base  for  the 
aggregation  of  these  smaller  units  or  activities,  in  order  to 
ensure  completeness  of  cost  and  savings  calculations. 

Reserve  Enclaves 

On  each  base  designated  for  closure  or  realignment  the 
future  of  guard  and  reserve  units  of  all  Military  Departments 
residing  on  or  receiving  support  from  that  base  must  be 
considered.  Once  a  decision  has  been  made  to  include  an  enclave 
or  relocate  guard  and  reserve  units,  the  effected  unit 
identifications  must  be  included  in  the  DoD  Component's 
recommendations  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense.  Military 
construction  and  repair  costs  of  fitting  out  an  enclave  for 
reserve  component  or  guard  use  will  be  estimated. 

Community  Preference 

Military  Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  must  document  the 
receipt  of  valid  requests  received  under  section  2924  of  P.L. 
101-510  and  document  the  steps  taken  to  give  them  special 
consideration.  Such  documentation  is  svibject  to  review  by  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  the  Commission  and  the  Congress. 

Release  of  Information 


Public  Law  101-510,  as  amended,  established  the  Defense  Base 
Closure  and  Realigiunent  Commission  to  review  the  Secretary  of 
Defense's  recommendations  for  the  closure  or  realignment  of 
military  installations  and  to  conduct  public  hearings  on  the 
recommendations.  Unless  specifically  required  by  law,  data  used 
by  the  DoD  Components  to  analyze  and  evaluate  military 
installations  will  not  be  released  until  the  Secretary's 
recommendations  have  been  forwarded  to  the  Commission. 
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The  General  Accounting  ievleHSa  »llys?rif*" 

role  in  assisting  the  _„st  also  prepare  a  report 

the  Secretary's  recommendations  and  ^  the  GAO 

detailing  the  Secretary  s  jj^ch  information  as 

will  be  provided,  upon  ^^rteliberative  process.  The 

possible  without  compromising  the  deliberati  p  ^^5  of 

Military  Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  roust  Keep 
all  data  provided  to  the  GAO. 

ar-hinne  With  Multiple  In^ranation  ?mp?g^ 

This  expands  the  policy  (PtL^^Policy^Memorandum 

installations  previously  provided  in  ASD(P&L)  roiicy 

One. 

AS  the  DoD  components  review  their 

functional  studies  JJSether  a  review  or  study 

determination  must  be  made  as  to  wnetne^^^^  considered  a 

impacting  more  than  one  ^  To  be  considered  a  single 

single  action  under  P.L.  loi-oiu*  aw 
action,  the  review  or  study  roust: 

(1)  Result  in  the  closure  or  realignment  least  one 

^ec^ire  reevaluation  of  the  entire  action. 

Reporting  Formats 

Attachment  4  describes  the  reporting  Military^ 

re^tliSSranS^rflnfe  I^e^n^y  iSril?«tions  for  their  March  15, 
1993,  Closure  and  realignment  ^commendations. 


1.  Return  on  Investment  Calculations 

2.  Economic  Impact  .^ions 

3.  Environmental  Impact  Considerations 

4.  Report  Format 
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Return  on  Investment  Caleulatleng  (COBRA 


■TOC 


In  those  rare  instances  when  use  of  the  COBRA  model  is  not 
possible.  Return  on  Investment  can  be  calculated  as  follows: 

1)  Array  all  the  calculated  costs  and  savings  by 
fiscal  year  for  the  closure  or  realignment  option. 
Costs  and  savings  should  be  arrayed  uninflated  for 
20  years. 

2)  Discount  each  year  of  the  net  costs  or  savings 
using  a  10  percent  discount  rate. 

3) -  Deteraine  the  fiscal  year  the  closure  or 

realignment  is  completed.  The  year  of  the  closure 
is  defined  as  the  year  in  which  the  majority  of 
personnel  have  left,  and  the  mission  and  functions 
cease  to  be  performed  at  the  installation.  For 
these  calculations,  a  closure  or  realignment  can 
be  considered  complete  even  if  the  installation  is 
in  caretaker  status. 

4)  Count  the  number  of  years,  after  the  year  of 
completion,  it  takes  for  the  net  present  value  to 
reach  zero  or  become  negative.  This  number  is  the 
return  on  investment  years. 

5)  Sum  the  discounted  net  costs/savings  for  the  20- 
year  period.  This  sxm  is  the  20-year  net  present 
value. 

0MB  Circular  A-94  applies  to  these  calculations,  in  general, 
by  specifying  a  10  percent  discount  rate  and  zero  percent 
inflation. 

Exceptions  to  the  above  guidance  will  be  considered  on  a 
case  by  case  basis  by  ASD(PfiL)  if  warranted. 


Attachment  1 


214 


will  be  measured  by  the 

Economic  impact  on  ^°"*”^^^^ploJJent  at  closing  and 

direct  and  ®5|ll^as  at  recSving  locations, 

realigning  bases,  as  well  as  at  rece 

.  /rtf fji^ fi &ric* 

„p..trcoS^^trr  multipliers  to 

measure  indirect  economic  impacts.  ^ 

The  Military  D®P®^^®®”^L|5!ges^in”military^^civilian  and 
responsible  for  rh  base.  Only  contractor 

contractor  employment  .  immediate  vicinity,  which  s  pp 

»sfaSi"v5?ilr«in’^bt^?nliip^l 

eitiployment  impact.  The  ^  Department  and  Defense 

Of  this  data  which  will  be  a  Military  computerized 

Agency  responsibility.  ®”^%nolic  impact  (the  direct  and 

rnri“rfc?nlf:«^r^Slfy^e‘n?, 

Sfd  forfa!?utr«reionr^^^^^  - 

in  the  COBRA  model. 
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Enviroiunental  Impact  Censiderations 


SUMMARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 
RESULTING  FROM  CLOSURE /REALIGNMENT  ACTION  AT: 


Installation  Name  Location 

(Provide  a  summary  statement  and  status  for  the  following 
environmental  attributes  at  each  installation  affected  by  the 
closure/realignment  action,  including  receiving  installations. 
These  key  environmental  attributes  are  not  meant  to  be  all 
inclusive.  Others  may  be  added  as  appropriate.) 


o  Threatened  or  Endangered  Species 

o  Wetlands 

o  Historic  or  archeological  sites 

o  Pollution  Control 

o  Hazardous  Materials/Wastes 

o  Land  Use  and  Airspace  Implications 

o  Programmed  Environmental  Costs/Cost  Avoidances 
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Attachment  3 


Department  of  Defense 
Base  Closure  end  Realignment 
Report  to  the  Commission 


Executive  Summary  (Voliane  I) 

1.  1993  Base  Closure  Procedures  ^ 

2.  Force  Structure  Summary  -  Unclassified 

3.  Final  Criteria 

4.  Congjilation  of  Recommendations 

5.  is^lementation 


Appendices 


i. 

ii. 

iii. 

iv. 

V. 

vi. 


Public  Law  101-510  (as  amended) 

Section  2687,  Title  10,  US  Code 
DoD  Policy  Memoranda 
Base  Structure  Summary 
History  of  Base  Closures 

Index  of  Affected  Bases  t  Personnel  Impacts 


Force  Structure  Plan  (classified)  (Voluxne  II) 

Department  of  the  Army  Analyses  and  Recommendations  (Volume  III) 


P£L 

Joint  Staff 
paL 
P£L 
P&L 


paL 

P&L 

P4L 

P4L 

P&L 

PSL 

Joint  Staff 
Ars^ 


1.  Executive  Sxxtnmary 

2.  Statement  of  Purpose 

3.  Service  Projected  Force  Structure 

4.  Service  Process 

5.  Description  of  Analyses  . 

€.  Recommendations  {see  attached  format) 

7.  Budget  Impacts 

8.  Classified  Appendices  (if  required) 

Department  of  the  Navy  Analyses  and  Recommendations  (Volume  IV) 


Navy  4  Marine  Corps 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

€. 

7. 

8. 


Executive  Summary 
Statement  of  Purpose 
Service  Projected  Force  Structure 
Service  Process 

Description  of  Analyses  ^  ^  .  . 

Recommendations  (see  attached  format) 
Budget  Iitpacts  . 

Classified  Appendices  (if  required) 


Department  of  the  Air  Force  Analyses  and  Reconmendationa 


(Volume  V) 


Air  Force 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 


Executive  Summary 
Statement  of  Purpose 
Service  Projected  Force  Structure 
Service  Process 

>escription  of  Analyses  ...  _ . 

Recommendations  (see  attached  format) 


Budget  Impacts 
Classified  Appendices 


(if  required) 


Defense  Agencies  Analyses  and  Recommendations  (Volume  VI) 


Defense  Agencies 


1.  Executive  Summary 

2.  Statement  of  Purpose 

3.  Agency  Projected  Force  Structure 

4.  Agency  Process 

t:  £or».t) 

1:  |;!!ri£irxp^ndi=e»  dt  «quir«» 
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Kama  of  Recoome&dation 

(e  g.,  John  0.  Piabllc  Naval  Air  Facility,  [State]  > 


Kacommendation :  Describe  what  is  to  be  closed  and/or  realigned; 
units,  functions  or  organizations  that  will  be  eliminated  or 
moved;  identify  the  receiving  installations,  if  applicable;  and 
describe  units  functions  or  orgemizations  that  will  remain  on  the 
base,  if  applicable. 

Justification:  Explain  the  reasons  for  the  recommendation:  i.e., 
force  structure  reductions,  mission  transfer,  consolidation  or 
elimination,  excess  capacity,  etc.,  as  applicable. 


Xa^act:  Describe  the  impact  the  recommendation  will  have  on  the 
local  community's  economy  in  terms  of  direct  and  indirect 
employment  loss.  Also  include  an  estimate  of  the  cost  of 
implementing  the  recommendation  and  expected  annual  savings  after 
implementation . 
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Attachment  to  Attachment  4 


WIODUCTION  AND 

logistics 


THE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON,  DC  20301-6000 
December  9»  1992 


kemoranddm  for  secretaries  of  ““I*?* 

CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  JOINT  CHIEFS  OF  STArr 

UNDER  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFUSE 

DIRECTOR,  DEFENSE  RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERING 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 

COMPTROLLER 

GENERAL  COUNSEL 

O^ONRL  TEST  RHD  ^"OK 

S?KSor;  ADMINISTRATION  AND  M^AGEMENT 
DIRECTORS  OF  THE  DEFENSE  AGENCIES 

SUBJECT:  1993  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC  93) 

Recommendations 


The  Secretaries  of  the  Military  “Jfse 

Components  shall  submit  their  reco^endations  for  base 

realignments  or  closures  under  IfticI)  by 

Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Production  and  Logistics)  oy 

8:00am  on  February  22,  1993. 

ASD(P&L)  will  process  and  forward  the  recommendations  to  the 

StTa  -ucy 

Memorandum  Two. 
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THE  DEPUTY  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 


WASHINGTON.  D.C.  20301 


10  December  1992 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  SECRETARIES  OF  THE  MILITARY  DEPARTMENTS 

CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  JOINT  CHIEFS  OF  STAFF 

UNDER  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 

DIRECTOR,  DEFENSE  RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERING 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 

COMPTROLLER 

GENERAL  COUNSEL 

INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

DIRECTOR,  OPERATIONAL  TEST  AND  EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS  TO  THE  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR,  ADMINISTRATION  AND  MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS  OF  THE  DEFENSE  AGENCIES 

SUBJECT:  1993  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Selection  Criteria 


The  attached  1993  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  (BRAC  93) 
Selection  Criteria,  required  by  Section  2903(b)  of  P.L.  101-510, 
form  the  basis,  along  with  the  force  structure  plan,  of  the  base 
closjre  and  realignment  process.  DoD  components  shall  use  these 
criteria  in  the  base  structure  analysis  to  nominate  BRAC  93 
closure  or  realignment  candidates.  The  criteria  will  also  be 
used  by  the  1993  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commission 
in  their  review  of  the  Department  of  Defense  final 
recommendations. 


Attachment 


Department  of  Defense  Final  Criteria 

for 

Closing  and  Realigning 

Military  Installations  Inside  the  United  States 

In  selecting  military  installations  for  closure  or  le^gnment,  the 
Department  of  Defense,  giving  priority  consideration  to  military  value 
(the  first  four  criteria  below),  will  consider 

MiHtary  Value 

1.  The  current  and  future  mission  requirements  and  the 
impact  on  operational  readiness  of  the  Department  of 
Defense’s  total  force. 

2.  The  availability  and  condition  of  land,  facilities  and 
associated  airspace  at  both  the  existing  and  potential 
receiving  locations. 

3.  The  ability  to  accommodate  contingency,  mobilization, 
and  future  total  force  requirements  at  both  the  existing 
and  potential  receiving  locations. 

4.  The  cost  and  manpower  implications. 

Return  on  Investment 

5.  The  extent  and  timing  of  potential  costs  and  savings, 
including  the  number  of  years,  beginning  with  the  date 
of  completion  of  the  closure  or  realignment,  for  the 
savings  to  exceed  the  costs. 

Impacts 

6.  The  economic  impact  on  communities. 

7.  The  ability  of  both  the  existing  and  potential  recei^^g 
communities’  infrastructure  to  support  forces,  missions 
and  personnel. 

8.  The  environmental  impact 
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WtOOUCnON  AND 

teeisTics 


ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON.  DC  80301-8000 
December  2A»  1992 


memorandum 


FOR  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  THE  ARMY  (INSTALLATIONS, 
LOGISTICS  AND  ENVIRONMENT) 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  THE  NAVY  (INSTALLATIONS 
AND  ENVIRONMENT) 

DEPUTY  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
(INSTALLATIONS) 


SUBJECT:  Base  Closure  Cumulative  Economic  Intact 


Base  Closure  Policy  Memorandum  Two  included  guidance  on  the 
calculation  of  economic  impact  at  closing,  realigning 
receiving  bases  during  the  1993  round  of  closures  (B^C  93) . 

Specifically,  the  Military  Departments 
responsible  for  determining  changes  in 

contractor  employment  at  each  base  into 

realignment  or  as  a  receiving  base,  *^*5®  ^ 

the  economic  impact  spreadsheet  supplied  by  the  Office  of 

Economic  Adjustment  ’  (OEA) . 


To  ensure  that  the  impact  of  previous  closures  and 
realignments  are  reflected  in  cumulative  economic 
considerations,  data  must  also  be  ®2^"®J.^®J  ^ 

or  gaining  bases  identified  during  BRAC  88  and  B^C  91.  This 
information  should  be  readily  available  in 
impact  spreadsheet  printouts.  Any  adjustments  to 
68  or  BRAC  91  actions  necessitated  by  BRAC  93  ® 

should  also  be  made  on  the  spreadsheets  (i.e.,  personnel  now 
going  to  Base  "Y"  instead  of  Base  "X",  etc) . 

He  will  combine  Department /Agency  ^®/®^®”“^”® 

DoD-wide  cumulative  economic  impact  within  each  defined 

geographic  area. 


If  you  have  any  questions  please  contact  Mr.  Dorn  Miglionico 
at  697-8050. 


David  J.  Berteau 
Principal  Deputy 
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^HODUCTION  AND 
UOGItTiCS 


ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON.  O.C.  20S01-#000 


JAN  28 1993 


memorandum  for  assistant  SEO^T^OFI^^  (INSTALLATIONS, 

Asl?i™l“E^T^"  U  (INSTALLATIONS  AND 

asI?It^?^kretart  of  the  air  force 
di^cto^^f^ihe*  defense  agencies 


SUBJECT; 


Base  Closure  and  Realignment— Additional  Guidance 


As  we  go  through  the  final  ®^^^^fSg^|et?etary?^I  want 

"submissions  which  are 

due  on  February  22,  1993, 

o  We  will  need  5  hard  copies  of  yo«r  unclassified  section 
be^irbdT^bf  tL^f ibaf  blpir^trefer^o  (PiU  Bas^ 

b^^rabdlfiiSl'bb^ilf Sb  SfrchTofS^btribiaon  to  the 
Commission,  Congress,  the  GAO,  etc. 

o  Your  "Recommendation"  pages  need  not 

iiSS'HVs-v  S!i  S“  K!!  & 

disk  in  WordPerfect  5.0  or  5.1. 

«  we  will  need  a  copy  of  the  COBRA  Personnel  Movement 
SLnit  (refer  to  page  125,  COBRA  User's  Manual)  for 

ellh  ba«  in  your  elosure/realignment  scenarios. 
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o  We  will  need  a  printout  and  computer  disk  of  your 
economic  impact  spreadsheets  for  your  BRAC  93 
recommendations . 

o  We  will  also  need  the  number  of  military,  civilian,  and 
estimated  Base  Operating  Support  contractor  employees 
on  board  each  of  your  BRAC  88  and  BRAC  91  closures  and 
realignments  as  of  June  30,  1991.  This  information 
will  be  used  to  calculate  DoD-wide  cumulative  intact  by 
OASD (P&L) .  Refer  to  ASD (P&L)  memorandum  of  December 
24,  1992. 

o  The  above  data  and  information  is  all  due  February  22, 
1993. 

Based  on  our  review  of  the  new  0MB  Circular  A— 94  (October 
29,  1992)  the  discount  rate  for  COBRA  Return  on  Investment 
Calculations  has  been  changed  to  7  percent  vice  10  percent. 

Please  make  this  change  to  the  COBRA  standard  factors  file  and 
note  the  change  in  your  copy  of  Base  Closure  Policy  Memorandum 
Two,  dated  December  4,  1992.  Also,  since  the  COBRA  model  is 
being  continually  refined,  please  delete  any  references  to 
"version  4.0"  in  the  memorandum. 

Finally,  I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  you  and 
your  staffs  for  all  your  support  and  hard  work  during  this  BRAC 
93  process. 


Principal  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Defense  (Production  and  Logistics) 
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Appendix  E 

DoD  Base  Structure  -  Summary  of 
Domestic  and  Overseas  Reductions 

Table  lA  -  Msyor  Domestic  Closures 


U.S. 

Bases 

BRAC  88  BRAG  91 

Bases 

BRAC  93  Remaining 

Reduction 

Army 

109 

-7 

-4 

-2 

96 

12% 

NavyAJSMC 

168 

-4 

-9 

-23 

132 

21% 

Air  Force 

206 

-5 

-13 

-4 

184 

11% 

Defense  Agencies 

12 

-2 

17% 

Totals 

495 

-16 

-26 

-31 

422 

15% 

Table  IB 

•  Miyor  Domestic  Realignments 

BRAC88 

BRAC  91 

BRAC  93 

Bases 

Affected 

Army 

10 

5 

4 

19 

Navy/USMC 

1 

12 

5 

18 

Air  Force 

0 

2 

3 

5 

Defense  Agencies 

ja 

ja 

Totals 

11 

19 

12 

42 
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Table  1C  -  Summary  of  Domestic  Plant  Replacement  Value  (PRV)  Reductions 

($Billions) 


FY91 

BRAC  88/91 

BRAC  93 

PRV 

Remaining 

Reduction 

Army 

151.9 

-14.9 

-3.7 

1333 

12% 

Navy/USMC 

170.6 

-10.7 

-17.8 

142.1 

17% 

Air  pOTce 

ms. 

-7.6 

mi 

17% 

Totals  — 

483.0 

-44.8 

-29.1 

409.1 

15% 

Note:  Pta  replacement  value  is  what  it  would  cost  to  replace  all  the  buildings,  pavements, 
Md  utilities  at  a  base.  DoD  measures  progress  in  terms  of  plant  replacement  value  because  it 
is  a  better  measure  of  the  magmtude  of  reductions  in  infirastructure  than  simply  counting  large 
bases  and  small  bases  equally. 


Table  2A  -  Base  Structure  -  Summary  of  Actions  to  End  or  Reduce 

Operations  Overseas 

(Number  of  Sites) 


Europe 

Army 

Navy/USMC 
Air  Force 

PacificlEast  Asia 
Army 

Navy/USMC 
Air  Force 


FY  91 

Announced 

1©  Date 

Remainins 

Reduction 

847 

440 

407 

52% 

85 

24 

61 

28% 

470 

185 

285 

39% 

112 

18 

94 

16% 

26 

11 

15 

42% 

79 

8 

71 

10% 

Western  Hemisphere! 

Misc,  Locations 

Army 

15 

Navy/USMC 

9 

Air  Force 

26 

Totals  1,669 


13 

2 

87% 

3 

6 

33% 

2 

24 

8% 

704 

965 

42% 

Table  2B  -  Base  Structure  -  Summary  of  Overseas  Reductions  by 
Plant  Replacement  Value  (PRV) 

(SBiUions) 


FY91 


Army 

53.9 

Navy/USMC 

26.4 

Air  Force 

60.2 

Totals 

140.5 

Planned 


Announced  Thru 

to  Date  FY  96 

17.9  6.0 

6.4  1.0 

19.2  ^ 

43.5  10.0 


Total 

Reduction 

Reduction 

23.9 

44% 

7.4 

28% 

22.2 

37% 

53.5 

38% 
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Appendix  F 

History  of  Base  Closures 


Background 


In  Ihe  early  1960s,  under  the  direction  of  President  Kennedy,  Secretary  of 
Defense  McNamara  developed  and  subsetpiently  in?(lein(mtrf  the 
realigninent  and  closure  program  in  the  history  of  the  Umt^  States.  Hmdreds 
clos^^  realignments  took  place  during  this  period,  and  more 
were  closed.  Criteria  governing  bases  selected  fw  closim  ^ 
within  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  with  minimal  consultation  with  th 

Military  Departments  or  the  Congress. 


The  Congress  had  not  anticipated  the  broad  extent  of  these  ^uons,  and  their 
cumulative  political  intact  was  substantial.  With  very  few  exceptions,  the  closure 
actions  were  viewed  negatively  by  the  Congress. 


Legislative  History  of  Section  2687 

In  1965,  the  Congress  passed  legislation  setting  up  reporting  r^uirements 
designed  to  involve  itself  in  any  DoD  base  closure  program.  The  legislation  was 
vetoed  by  President  Johnson  and  the  confrontation  between  the  Exwutive  ^ 
Legislative  branches  of  government  grew.  Despte  this  situation,  &e  Department  of 
Defense  was  able  to  complete  base  realignments  and  closures  routinely  throughout  the 

1960s. 


During  the  early  1970s,  the  Department  found  it  increasingly  difficult  to  realign 
or  close  installations  due  to  repeated  attempts  by  Ae  to  regdate  the  ^e 

closure  process  and  to  limit  or  deny  base  closure  fundmg.  In  1976,  Ae  MAtary 
Construction  AuAorization  Bill  contained  a  provision  prohibiting  any  ^  clos^  or 
reduction  of  more  Aan  250  civiHan  employees  until  Ae  Department  had  notifi^ 
Congress  of  Ae  proposed  actions,  assessed  Ae  personnel  wonormc  m^acte 
foUo^  Ae  study  provisions  of  Ae  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA).  ^d 
waited  nine  monAs.  This  bill  was  vetoed  by  President  Ford  and  Ae  Congressional 

veto  override  effort  failed. 
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&i  1977,  however,  Presidmt  Carter  approved  legislation  requiring  the 
Department  to  notify  Congress  that  a  base  is  a  candidate  for  reduction  or  closure; 
prepare  local  economic,  environmental,  and  strategic  consequence  reports;  and  wait  60 
days  for  Congress*  response.  The  legislation  was  codified  as  Section  2687,  Title  10, 
U.S.  Code  and  is  at  Appendix  B.  Section  2687,  coupled  with  the  requirements  of 
NEPA,  effectively  brought  base  closures  to  a  hdt 

The  Next  Decade 

For  the  next  decade  after  passage  of  Section  2687,  all  attempts  at  closing  major 
installations  met  with  failure,  and  even  proposed  movements  of  sn^  military  units 
were  ffustrated. 

Given  diat  situation.  President  Reagan's  Administration  began  discussing  with 
the  Congress  the  development  of  a  comprehensive  [noposal  recommending  base 
closures  to  Congress.  TTie  President's  Wvate  Sector  Survey  on  Cost  Control  (The 
Grace  C  nmission)  included  in  its  1983  report  a  finding  that  economies  could  be 
m  *de  in  e  base  structure.  They  recommended  that  a  non-partisan,  ind^)endent 
cc  nmission  be  established  to  study  the  base  closure  issue  in  a  less  constrained  process 
and  submit  a  list  of  closures.  Nothing  came  of  these  early  efforts. 

The  1988  Base  Closure  Commission 

In  1988,  Secretary  of  Defense  Carlucci  recognized  that  the  stalemate  between 
the  Executive  Branch  and  Legislative  Branch  had  to  be  broken.  The  Defense  budget 
1988  had  declined  for  three  straight  years  from  the  1985  peak  of  the  Reagan 
Administration  buildup  and  was  predict^  to  decline  furth^. 

On  May  3,  1988,  Secretary  Carlucci  chartered  the  Defense  Secretary's 
Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and  Gosure  to  recommend  military  bases  within  the 
United  States  for  realignment  and  closure.  Legislation  subsequently  passed  by  the 
Congress  and  enacted  by  the  President  (Public  Law  100-526)  endorsed  this  approach 
and  provided  relief  from  certain  statutory  provisions  which  were  impediments  to  the 
completion  of  base  closures. 

Enactment  of  this  legislation  constitutes  an  agreement  between  the  Legislative 
and  the  Executive  Branches  that  improvement  in  the  military  basing  structure  could  be 
a  means  of  realizing  savings  in  the  defense  budget,  while  not  impairing  the  ability  of 
the  amied  forces  to  carry  out  their  missions. 
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The  1988  Commission’s  Recommendations 
The  1988  Base  Qosuie  Commission  issued  its  icport  in  December  of  1988.  It 

recommended  closing  86  miHtary  installations  and  realigning  13  installations.  An 

additional  46  installations  were  designated  for  increases  as  units  and  activities  ^loca^ 
as  a  result  of  the  recommended  closures  and  realignments.  A  recap  of  the  major  1988 
base  closures  and  realignments  is  at  Table  1  of  this  Aj^ndix. 

The  1988  Commission  was  required  to  base  its  recommendations  on  the  force 
structure  anticipated  in  1988,  which  was  stable.  Even  so.  they  recommended  the 
closure  of  about  3  percent  of  the  domestic  base  structure. 

Implementing  the  1988  Commission’s  Recommendations 

Secretary  Carlucci  was  required  by  Public  Law  100-526  to  accept  or  reject  the 
1988  Commission’s  recommendations  in  their  entirety.  In  January  of  1989,  he 
accepted  gU  of  the  recommendations.  The  law  provided  Congress  with  the  s^ 
w^rtunity  and  by  May  of  1989,  the  Congressional  review  period  expired  without  the 
enactment  of  a  joint  resolution  of  disapproval.  Consequently,  the  recommendations  of 
the  1988  Commission  now  have  the  force  of  law. 

DoD’s  planning,  budgeting  and  implementation  of  the  1988  recommendations  is 
on  track.  The  closures  and  realignments  were  required  to  begin  by  January  of  1990 
and  must  be  completed  by  October  of  1995.  DoD’s  comprehensive  financial  plan 
diese  closures  indicates  that  DoD  will  realize  a  net  savings  during  implementation  (FY 
89-95)  of  over  $300  million  and  annual  savings  of  $700  million  each  year  thereafter. 
These  savings  could  be  further  enhanced  if  expected  land  sale  proceeds  of  $1.1  bilUon 

are  realized. 


The  January  1990  List  of  Candidates 

The  world  situation  was  changing  fast  at  the  end  of  1989  as  DoD  was  prep^g 
to  send  its  revised  FY  1991  Budget  to  the  Congress.  The  Berlin  wall  had  fallen,  me 
Warsaw  Pact  was  weakening,  democracy  was  spreading  throughout  the  region,  and 
Soviet-U.S.  relationships  were  improving  worldwide. 

It  became  clear  that  DoD’s  force  structure  and  budget  could  decline  drai^tically 
over  the  next  several  years,  in  response  to  reduced  tensions  and  threats  worldwide.  ^ 
Base  closures  and  realignments,  therefore,  became  a  part  of  each  Mihiary  Department  s 
budget  strategy  for  balancing  their  base  structure  with  their  declining  force  structure. 
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